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H.R.  4719,  THE  FEDERAL  SERVICE  PRIORITY 
PLACEMENT  PROGRAM  ACT  OF  1994 


WEDNESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  21,  1994 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  the  Civil  Service, 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10:12  a.m.,  in  room 
311,  Cannon  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Frank  McCloskey  (chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Members  present:  Representatives  McCloskey  and  Morella. 

Members  also  present:  Representatives  Norton  and  Gilman. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Good  morning.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to 
order.  I  am  Frank  McCloskey. 

Today's  hearing  will  focus  on  H.R.  4719,  the  Federal  Service  Pri- 
ority Placement  Program  Act  of  1994.  This  legislation  was  intro- 
duced by  my  distinguished  colleague,  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton,  chair 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  and  Employee  Benefits.  Ms. 
Norton's  bill  would  require  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  to 
set  up  a  mandatory  Interagency  Placement  Program  for  Federal 
employees  affected  by  reductions  in  force. 

As  we  all  know,  there  are  at  least  two  statutes,  the  Federal 
Workforce  Restructuring  Act  and  the  Omnibus  Crime  Prevention 
and  Control  Act,  which  require  the  reduction  of  more  than  272,000 
civil  servants  over  the  next  5  years.  Although  Congress  has  tried 
to  assist  the  executive  branch  in  ameliorating  this  decrease  in  the 
work  force  by  providing  buyout  authority,  it  is  inevitable  that  some 
RIF's  will  occur. 

According  to  staff  discussions  with  GAO,  GAO  has  found  at  least 
six  agencies  that  have  indicated  that  RIF's  v/ill  occur  in  fiscal  year 
1995.  Currently,  OPM  has  an  Interagency  Placement  Program  in 
place  which  was  streamlined  and  automated  last  December.  How- 
ever, the  program  is  discretionary  and  not  mandatory. 

Under  the  OPM  Program,  agencies  must  look  at  the  IPP  register 
when  filling  positions  through  a  competitive  register,  a  direct  hire 
authority,  or  the  outstanding  scholar  provision.  Hiring  officials 
must  either  hire  someone  from  the  IPP  list,  file  an  objection  with 
OPM,  or  leave  the  vacancy  unfilled. 

According  to  OPM,  from  December  1,  1993,  to  December  16, 
1994,  only  50  placements  have  occurred  under  the  improved  auto- 
mated IPP.  I  realize  that  during  this  time  frame,  Federal  hiring 
has  been  substantially  reduced.  However,  50  placements  in  9 
months  appears  to  be  very  moderate  indeed. 

(l) 


While  I  support  Ms.  Norton's  goal  of  employing  qualified  dis- 
placed employees,  I  do  have  a  few  concerns  about  the  legislation  as 
currently  drafted.  Primarily,  I  am  concerned  about  how  this  legisla- 
tion would  impact  programs  that  have  been  enacted  by  Congress 
to  provide  assistance  to  the  hiring  of  minorities,  disabled  and  veter- 
ans by  the  Federal  Government.  I  am  also  concerned  about  how 
this  proposal  would  impact  on  merit  promotions  within  agencies. 

GAO  raises  some  interesting  questions  that  I  hope  we  will  be 
able  to  discuss  today  as  we  look  toward  providing  additional  assist- 
ance to  Federal  employees  who  are  displaced  due  to  downsizing 
and  restructuring.  I,  again,  commend  Ms.  Norton  for  her  constant 
and  tireless  efforts  in  this  area  and  recognize  the  distinguished 
gentlelady  from  Washington. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  ex- 
press my  most  sincere  thanks  to  you,  Chairman  McCloskey,  for  re- 
sponding favorably  to  my  request  to  hold  a  hearing  on  H.R.  4719, 
the  Federal  Service  Priority  Placement  Program  Act,  and  for  your 
skillful  work  in  organizing  this  hearing. 

This  bill  directs  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  to  establish 
a  Governmentwide  Interagency  Placement  Program  for  Federal  em- 
ployees affected  by  reductions  in  force.  I  believe  that  the  immediate 
enactment  of  this  legislation  is  essential  to  respond  to  the  needs  of 
employees  who,  through  no  fault  of  their  own,  and  regardless  of 
their  record  of  service,  will  be  affected  by  the  massive  downsizing 
of  the  work  force  ordered  by  the  Federal  Work  Force  Restructuring 
Act  of  1994. 

Recall  that  no  plan  or  rationale  that  matched  the  number  of  em- 
ployees to  be  eliminated  with  the  administration's  National  Per- 
formance Review  efficiency  objectives  was  ever  offered.  Indeed,  the 
number  kept  changing  from  initially  200,000  to  the  present  272,900 
employees,  giving  the  downsizing  the  appearance  of  deficit  reduc- 
tion without  efficiency  goals. 

RIF's  may  well  be  inevitable  in  the  future,  notwithstanding  the 
widespread  use  of  buyouts  by  Federal  agencies.  Tomorrow,  my  Sub- 
committee on  Compensation  and  Employee  Benefits  will  hold  an 
oversight  hearing  on  the  buyout  legislation.  These  hearings  put  us 
in  a  position  to  do  what  is  necessary  to  assist  both  agencies  and 
employees  toward  a  more  successful  transition  in  coping  with  the 
first  governmentwide  buyout  program. 

The  purpose  of  the  legislation  before  us  today  is  to  ensure  that 
the  Federal  Government  select  its  own  displaced  employees  over 
outside  hires  when  filling  vacant  positions.  RIF'd  employees  are  a 
valuable  resource  of  dedicated  civil  servants  in  whom  the  Govern- 
ment has  invested  knowledge  and  training.  It  is  in  the  Govern- 
ment's best  interest  to  take  advantage  of  the  continued  positive 
contribution  these  employees  can  make,  rather  than  to  discard  the 
Government's  investment  and  start  investing  all  over  again  with 
new  hires. 

We  will  not  achieve  a  Government  that  works  better  and  costs 
less  if  the  talents  and  energies  the  Government  has  helped  to 
produce  are  not  rechanneled  where  they  are  needed  in  the  Govern- 
ment. H.R.  4719  would  facilitate  the  placement  of  RIF'd  employees 
at  other  agencies  by  requiring  those  agencies  with  vacant  positions 


within  RIF'd  employees'  commuting  areas  offer  jobs  to  such  well- 
qualified  employees. 

Recent  congressional  action  on  S.  2182,  the  Defense  Reauthoriza- 
tion Act  for  fiscal  year  1995,  shows  that  there  is  significant  interest 
in  establishing  an  Interagency  Placement  Program  to  assist  RIF'd 
employees.  However,  section  1066  of  that  bill  does  not  require  all 
that  is  needed  under  the  circumstances  of  the  substantial 
downsizing  now  under  way.  It  merely  directs  OPM,  in  consultation 
with  Department  of  Defense,  to  conduct  a  6-month  study  to  deter- 
mine the  feasibility  of  establishing  an  Interagency  Placement  Pro- 
gram for  RIF'd  employees. 

If,  during  the  course  of  the  study,  OPM  finds  that  it  is  feasible, 
the  amendment  provides  that  OPM  may  establish  such  a  program 
or  one  like  it,  but  no  Federal  agency  is  required  to  participate.  This 
is  a  weak  mandate  that  fails  to  ensure  that  meaningful  action  will 
be  taken  and  leaves  employees  and  the  agencies  who  might  well 
need  them  without  the  complete  remedy  and  system  they  deserve. 

On  May  6,  1992,  Mr.  Bernard  L.  Ungar,  former  Director  of 
Human  Resource  Management  Issues  at  the  GAO,  testified  at  a 
joint  hearing  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  Employees 
Benefits  and  the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  concerning  a 
GAO  report  entitled,  "Federal  Employment:  Displaced  Workers 
Can  Be  Helped  By  Expanding  Existing  Programs."  Mr.  Ungar  says 
that,  and  I  am  quoting,  "Federal  job  placement  programs,  particu- 
larly OPM's,  are  not  placing  a  high  proportion  of  registrants  in 
jobs."  He  went  on  to  point  out  that  "agencies  considering  reg- 
istrants from  OPM's  programs  can  cancel  their  vacancies  or  fill 
them  through  other  competitive  or  noncompetitive  means." 

He  recommended  that  OPM  expand  its  job  listing  to  include  all 
Federal  job  openings  for  which  displaced  workers  could  qualify.  Mr. 
Ungar  stated,  however,  that  OPM  officials  told  GAO  that  "Agencies 
may  object  to  an  expanded  job  vacancy  listing  in  part  because  of 
their  concerns  that  the  information  reporting  requirement  would  be 
a  precursor  to  establishing  a  mandatory  Governmentwide  place- 
ment program." 

We  are  aware,  of  course,  that  last  fall  OPM  launched  its  new 
Interagency  Placement  Program  and  that  this  initiative  combines 
the  old  displaced  employee  program  and  the  Interagency  Placement 
Program.  However,  I  believe  that  the  new  IPP  is  sure  to  be  as  inef- 
fective as  the  two  programs  it  replaced  because  OPM  only  refers 
registrants  for  vacancies  to  be  filled  by  competitive  employment  ap- 
pointment. 

Most  important,  agencies  need  only  consider  and  are  not  re- 
quired to  hire  qualified  OPM  referrals.  Agencies  can  avoid  hiring 
the  RIF'd  employee  by  simply  filing  an  objection  with  OPM.  In  the 
context  of  the  most  extraordinary  downsizing,  the  most  extensive 
downsizing  in  the  Federal  Government's  history,  this  hardly  seems 
fair  to  qualified  employees  RIF'd  to  satisfy  an  undocumented  quota 
having  nothing  to  do  with  their  own  qualifications  or  record  of 
service. 

GAO's  1992  study  makes  clear  that  a  clear  and  direct  statutory 
mandate  that  gives  agency-RIF'd  employees  a  mandatory  hiring 
preference  over  outside  job  applicants  is  warranted.  Otherwise,  it 
is  not  at  all  clear  that  agencies  will  voluntarily  give  up  their  pre- 


rogative  under  the  existing  OPM  placement  program  to  reject  dis- 
placed workers  and  hire  whoever  they  want  to  fill  vacant  positions. 

As  usual,  OPM  would  prefer  that  a  study  be  done  to  determine 
the  feasibility  of  implementing  a  mandatory  Interagency  Placement 
Program.  However,  the  success  of  the  DOD,  an  agency  that  em- 
ploys almost  half  of  the  civilian  work  force,  in  requiring  the  place- 
ment of  RIF'd  employees  over  new  hires,  amounts  to  a  study  that 
has  already  demonstrated  the  feasibility  of  the  approach  advocated 
in  our  bill. 

Last  month,  I  wrote  OPM  Director  King  and  asked  him  to  re- 
spond in  writing  as  to  why  he  was  not  prepared  to  take  action  now. 
His  response  indicated  that  the  program  I  proposed,  "would  have 
significant  impact  on  agency  hiring  flexibility,  special  employment 
and  diversity  programs,  and  labor  management  partnerships."  The 
burden  is  on  OPM  to  show  that  the  flexibility  and  other  values 
cited  outweigh  the  permanent  displacement  of  perfectly  competent 
employees. 

Today's  hearing  provides  the  opportunity  for  a  careful  review  of 
H.R.  4719  and  of  the  effectiveness  of  OPM's  current  placement  pro- 
gram. I  look  forward  to  the  testimony  of  all  the  witnesses  and  ap- 
preciate the  support  that  has  been  expressed  for  the  bill.  Thank 
you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Norton.  For  my  edi- 
fication, since  I  am  not  quite  as  expert  in  this  area  as  you,  could 
you  tell  me  where  the  preference  lies?  Is  it  really  in  relation  to  out- 
side hires? 

Ms.  Norton.  Yes.  It  is  RIF'd 

Mr.  McCloskey.  To  place — presently  in-house  personnel? 

Ms.  Norton.  Yes.  It  is  RIF'd  employees  versus  entirely  new 
hires. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  And  even  that  would  be  a  preference,  rather 
than  an  absolute,  that  they  would  have  to  document  as  far  as 
qualifications  and  so  forth? 

Ms.  Norton.  That  is  right.  That  is  certainly  the  case. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  That  is  very  good,  Eleanor.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Gilman. 

Mr.  Gilman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  merely  wish  to  com- 
mend the  gentlelady  for  her  well  thought  out  bill.  I  think  we  are 
all  interested  in  making  certain  that  our  RIF'd  employees  are  going 
to  find  proper  placement  with  their  experience  and  knowhow  to 
make  certain  that  we  take  advantage  of  their  background.  How- 
ever, it  does  require  some  further  review  to  make  certain  we  are 
doing  it  in  an  effective  manner,  and  that  is  why  this  hearing  is  so 
important. 

I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  conducting  the  hearing.  We  look 
forward  to  hearing  some  of  the  comments  from  the  agencies.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Gilman. 

Now,  we  will  start  the  first  of  four  panels,  and  comprising  an  en- 
tire panel  will  be  Mr.  Timothy  Bowling,  associate  director  of  Fed- 
eral Human  Resource  Management  Issues,  General  Accounting  Of- 
fice. 

Good  morning,  Mr.  Bowling.  I  might  say  welcome.  You  may  want 
to  introduce  your  associates  there  and  I  will  say  I  appreciate  your 


testimony  and  we  commend  you  and  the  GAO.  I  think  you  do  out- 
standing work. 

STATEMENT  OF  TIMOTHY  P.  BOWLING,  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR, 
FEDERAL  HUMAN  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  ISSUES,  GEN- 
ERAL ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

Mr.  Bowling.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  be 
happy  to  introduce  my  colleagues,  Mr.  Robert  Goldenkoff  on  my 
left,  and  Mr.  Tom  Kingham  on  my  right,  who  have  helped  put  this 
statement  together. 

I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  provide  GAO's  observations  on 
H.R.  4719,  the  Federal  Service  Priority  Placement  Act  of  1994. 

This  bill  directs  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  to  establish 
a  Governmentwide  Interagency  Placement  Program  for  Federal  em- 
ployees affected  by  reductions  in  force.  Its  goal  is  to  ensure  that 
Federal  agencies  give  priority  to  displaced  employees  when  filling 
vacant  positions. 

In  effect,  it  would  expand  OPM's  current  Interagency  Placement 
Program,  which  requires  agencies  to  give  priority  to  displaced 
workers  when  filling  vacancies,  but  does  not  cover  appointments 
outside  of  the  competitive  service  or  conversions  to  the  competitive 
service. 

We  strongly  support  the  bill's  goal  of  reemploying  qualified  dis- 
placed workers.  Not  only  does  this  help  individual  employees  who 
have  just  lost  their  jobs  through  downsizing,  it  makes  good  sense 
for  the  Government  as  a  whole.  Displaced  Federal  employees  can 
be  a  valuable  resource  for  Federal  agencies. 

Their  knowledge  of  the  workings  of  Government,  combined  with 
the  Government's  past  investment  in  them  in  terms  of  training,  job 
experience  and  security  clearances,  can  enable  them  to  make  im- 
mediate contributions  to  any  agency  with  vacancies  to  fill.  Finding 
jobs  for  displaced  employees  can  also  save  the  Government  money 
by  minimizing  severance  payments  and  unemployment  compensa- 
tion outlays. 

While  the  potential  benefits  of  an  expanded  priority  placement 
program  are  very  clear  to  us,  the  shape  of  the  program  is  not.  We 
understand  OPM  believes  it  should  first  study  how  to  best  place 
RIF'd  employees.  If  this  course  is  adopted,  we  believe  the  OPM 
study  should  focus  on  resolving  certain  fundamental  questions  to 
ensure  that  the  resulting  program  is  as  effective  as  possible. 

Under  OPM's  current  program,  agencies  must  consult  the  IPP  in- 
ventory when  filling  positions  through  a  competitive  register  held 
either  by  OPM  or  an  agency  with  delegated  examining  authority, 
a  direct  hire  authority,  or  the  outstanding  scholar  provision.  Ap- 
pointing officers  may  not  pass  over  an  IPP-eligible  employee  to  se- 
lect a  non-IPP  eligible  unless  an  objection  to  the  IPP  eligible  is  sus- 
tained by  OPM  or  by  an  agency  with  delegated  hiring  authority. 

The  inventory  of  IPP  registrants  is  maintained  at  OPM's  staffing 
center  in  Macon,  GA.  According  to  OPM,  to  access  the  inventory, 
agencies  use  an  automated  system  that  attempts  to  match  qualified 
candidates  on  the  IPP  with  agencies'  hiring  needs.  If  there  are  any 
matches,  OPM  sends  a  list  of  those  candidates  to  the  agencies. 
Agencies  are  required  to  either  hire  someone  from  that  list,  file  an 
objection  with  OPM,  or  leave  the  vacancy  unfilled. 


According  to  OPM,  the  current  IPP  offers  several  improvements 
over  previous  placement  programs.  For  example,  agencies  can  ob- 
tain referrals  through  one-stop  shopping  from  the  Macon  register 
and  data  on  candidates  are  routinely  updated.  However,  despite 
these  improvements,  the  IPP  has  led  to  few  placements. 

According  to  OPM,  between  the  IPP's  inception  and  September 
19,  1994,  from  an  inventory  of  2,018  registrants,  agencies  made 
204  job  offers  resulting  in  154  declinations  and  50  placements,  and 
these  numbers  have  just  been  updated. 

OPM  attributes  the  low  number  of  selections  to  the  fact  that 
agency  downsizing  has  substantially  reduced  the  number  of  vacan- 
cies and  that  agencies  have  alternatives  to  hiring  an  IPP  reg- 
istrant, such  as  internal  merit  promotions,  reinstatements  or  the 
use  of  certain  expected  appointments. 

The  latter  category  includes  programs  such  as  the  stay  in  school 
authority  and  the  veterans  readjustment  authority.  By  expanding 
the  types  of  appointments  covered  by  the  placement  program,  H.R. 
4719  would  prevent  agencies  from  using  these  authorities  to  bypass 
the  IPP  in  filling  vacancies. 

To  create  an  expanded  priority  placement  program  that  functions 
as  effectively  as  possible,  several  questions  need  to  be  answered. 
These  questions  relate  to  the  extent  to  which  the  program  should 
be  expanded,  the  amount  of  flexibility  that  should  be  accorded 
agencies  in  selecting  candidates,  and  the  possibility  of  additional 
approaches  to  enhancing  the  placement  program. 

In  creating  an  expanded  placement  program,  a  decision  will  be 
needed  on  the  specific  types  of  appointments  beyond  the  competi- 
tive service  that  the  program  should  cover.  A  key  factor  in  making 
this  determination  is  the  likely  impact  such  increased  coverage 
might  have  on  agencies'  other  hiring  goals.  For  example,  OPM  be- 
lieves that  an  expanded  priority  placement  program  could  impair 
the  ability  of  agencies  to  use  appointing  authorities  that  facilitate 
the  hiring  of  disabled  Americans  and  military  veterans. 

Currently,  candidates  from  these  groups  may  be  hired  via  non- 
competitive appointments  without  checking  the  IPP  inventory.  The 
effect  of  eliminating  this  option  must  be  carefully  weighed  in  light 
of  past  congressional  interest  in  providing  members  of  these  groups 
enhanced  opportunities  for  Federal  employment. 

Use  of  the  stay-in-school  authority,  a  program  that  allows  stu- 
dents with  financial  needs  to  work  for  the  Government  while  con- 
tinuing their  education,  might  also  be  limited  if  agencies  were  re- 
quired to  hire  through  the  IPP  Program. 

An  expanded  mandatory  placement  program  might  also  limit  the 
ability  of  agencies  to  hire  talented,  entry-level  candidates  through 
the  Cooperative  Education  Program.  A  related  question  is  whether 
the  placement  program  should  give  displaced  employees  priority 
over  candidates  for  internal  merit  promotion. 

OPM  has  suggested  that  this  could  have  the  effect  of  blocking 
employees  who  otherwise  would  have  been  promoted,  which  could 
affect  labor  management  agreements.  Resolution  of  these  issues 
would  help  ensure  that  the  expanded  placement  program  covers  a 
wide  range  of  appointments  while  minimizing  any  unintended  con- 
sequences. 


OPM  should  consider  the  degree  of  flexibility  the  agencies  have 
in  selecting  candidates.  This  is  important  since  our  earlier  work  on 
veterans'  preference  suggests  that  a  mandatory  placement  system 
that  limits  agencies'  discretion  in  choosing  candidates  could  have, 
in  some  cases,  unanticipated  results. 

In  our  March  1992  report  that  examined  whether  Federal  veter- 
ans' preference  requirements  needed  updating,  we  found  that  hir- 
ing certificates  headed  by  veterans  were  more  often  returned  un- 
used without  making  a  selection  than  hiring  certificates  headed  by 
nonveterans.  Indeed,  71  percent  of  the  hiring  certificates  we  exam- 
ined that  were  headed  by  veterans  were  returned  unused,  com- 
pared to  51  percent  of  those  certificates  headed  by  nonveterans. 

One  possible  explanation  for  this  is  that  if  a  certificate  is  headed 
by  a  veteran  and  contains  nonveterans  in  the  next  two  positions, 
a  hiring  official  generally  has  no  choice  but  to  select  the  veteran 
and  return  the  certificate  unused.  The  rate  of  unused  certificates 
suggests  that  many  officials  would  rather  leave  the  vacancy  tempo- 
rarily unfilled  rather  than  lose  their  discretion  to  hire  another  can- 
didate. Whether  an  expanded  mandatory  placement  program  could 
have  similar  results  is  unclear,  but  worthy  of  exploration. 

Additional  approaches  to  increasing  the  effectiveness  of  the 
placement  program  may  exist.  Such  alternatives  could  include,  for 
example,  effectively  marketing  candidates  in  the  interagency  place- 
ment inventory.  If  the  placement  program  were  effectively  pro- 
moted as  a  source  of  talented,  experienced  candidates  that  agencies 
could  hire  quickly  and  easily,  agencies  might  prove  more  eager  to 
use  the  program  voluntarily  over  other  sources  of  candidates. 

Another  approach  is  to  encourage  agency  programs  for  providing 
transition  services  to  RIF'd  employees.  According  to  OPM,  one  such 
program  that  operates  very  well  is  the  Career  Transition  Center  at 
the  Naval  Sea  Systems  Command  in  Crystal  City,  VA.  A  represent- 
ative of  that  organization  told  us  that  it  has  a  number  of  resources 
displaced  employees  can  use  to  help  them  find  jobs  in  government 
and  the  non-Federal  sector.  These  resources  include  books  on  job 
search  techniques,  job  availability  listings,  and  software  that  en- 
ables users  to  prepare  resumes,  complete  job  application  forms,  or 
identify  their  skills  and  career  interests.  Patrons  can  also  meet 
with  career  counselors  at  the  center.  This  type  of  career  transition 
unit  could  be  useful  to  displaced  employees  regardless  of  the  shape 
the  final  IPP  takes. 

In  summary,  we  fully  support  H.R.  4719's  goal  of  placing  RIF'd 
employees  in  other  Federal  jobs.  These  employees  are  an  important 
resource  whose  prior  Federal  experience  and  training  could  help 
them  make  immediate  contributions  to  any  agency.  However,  we 
also  believe  that  some  uncertainties  remain  concerning  the  best  de- 
sign for  the  Expanded  Placement  Program.  We  believe  that  an- 
swering the  questions  discussed  above  will  help  in  developing  a 
program  that  best  serves  the  needs  of  displaced  workers  and  the 
Government  as  a  whole. 

This  concludes  my  prepared  statement.  I  would  be  pleased  to  an- 
swer any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Bowling  follows:] 


Prepared  Statement  of  Timothy  P.  Bowling,  Associate  Director,  Federal 
Human  Resource  Management  Issues,  General  Accounting  Office 

I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  provide  GAO's  observations  on  H.R.  4719,  the 
"Federal  Service  Priority  Placement  Act  of  1994." 

This  bill  directs  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  (OPM)  to  establish  a  govern- 
mentwide  interagency  placement  program  for  federal  employees  affected  by  reduc- 
tions in  force  (RIFS).  Its  goal  is  to  ensure  that  federal  agencies  give  priority  to  dis- 
placed employees  when  filling  vacant  positions.  In  effect,  it  would  expand  OPM's 
current  Interagency  Placement  Program  (IPP),  which  requires  agencies  to  give  pri- 
ority to  displaced  workers  when  filling  vacancies  but  does  not  cover  appointments 
outside  of  the  competitive  service  or  conversions  to  the  competitive  service. 

We  strongly  support  the  bill's  goal  of  reemploying  qualified  displaced  workers.  Not 
only  does  this  help  individual  employees  who  have  lost  their  jobs  through 
downsizing,  it  makes  good  sense  for  the  government  as  a  whole.  Displaced  federal 
employees  can  be  a  valuable  resource  for  federal  agencies.  Their  knowledge  of  the 
workings  of  government,  combined  with  the  government's  past  investment  in  them 
in  terms  of  training,  job  experience,  and  security  clearances,  can  enable  them  to 
make  immediate  contributions  to  any  agency  with  vacancies  to  fill.  Finding  jobs  for 
displaced  employees  can  also  save  the  government  money  by  minimizing  severance 
payments  and  unemployment  compensation  outlays. 

While  the  potential  benefits  of  an  expanded  priority  placement  program  are  clear 
to  us,  the  shape  such  a  program  should  take  is  not.  OPM  believes  it  should  first 
study  how  best  to  place  RIFed  employees.  If  this  course  is  adopted,  we  believe  the 
OPM  study  should  focus  on  resolving  certain  fundamental  questions  to  ensure  the 
resulting  program  is  as  effective  as  possible. 

THE  STATUS  OF  OPM'S  CURRENT  INTERAGENCY  PLACEMENT  PROGRAM 

On  December  1,  1993,  OPM  activated  the  current  IPP  by  merging  two  earlier  ef- 
forts into  a  single  automated  program.  The  new  IPP's  goal  was  to  provide  more  ef- 
fective and  user-friendly  job  placement  assistance  to  RIFed  employees. 

Under  this  program  agencies  must  consult  the  IPP  inventory  when  filling  posi- 
tions through  (1)  a  competitive  register  held  either  by  OPM  or  by  an  agency  with 
delegated  examining  authority,  (2)  a  direct-hire  authority;  or  (3)  the  Outstanding 
Scholar  provision.  Appointing  officers  may  not  pass  over  an  IPP  eligible  employee 
to  select  a  non-IPP  eligible  unless  an  objection  to  the  IPP  eligible  is  sustained  by 
OPM  or  an  agency  with  delegated  authority. 

The  inventory  of  IPP  registrants  is  maintained  at  OPM's  Staffing  Service  Center 
in  Macon,  Georgia.  According  to  OPM,  to  access  the  inventory,  agencies  use  an  auto- 
mated system  that  attempts  to  match  qualified  candidates  on  the  IPP  with  agencies' 
hiring  needs.  If  there  are  any  matches,  OPM  sends  a  list  of  those  candidates  to  the 
agencies.  Agencies  are  required  to  either  hire  someone  from  that  list,  file  an  objec- 
tion with  OPM,  or  leave  the  vacancy  unfilled. 

According  to  OPM,  the  current  IPP  offers  several  improvements  over  previous 
placement  programs.  For  example,  agencies  can  obtain  referrals  through  "one  stop 
shopping"  from  the  Macon  register,  and  data  on  candidates  are  routinely  updated. 
However,  despite  these  improvements,  the  IPP  has  led  to  few  placements.  According 
to  OPM,  between  the  IPP's  inception  and  September  16,  1994,  from  an  inventory 
of  2,729  registrants,  agencies  made  204  job  offers  resulting  in  154  declinations  and 
50  placements. 

OPM  attributes  the  low  number  of  selections  to  the  fact  that  agency  downsizing 
has  substantially  reduced  the  number  of  vacancies  and  that  agencies  have  alter- 
natives to  hiring  an  IPP  registrant,  such  as  internal  merit  promotions,  reinstate- 
ments, or  use  of  certain  excepted  appointments.  The  latter  category  includes  pro- 
grams such  as  the  Stay-in-School  authority  and  the  Veterans  Readjustment  author- 
ity. By  expanding  the  types  of  appointments  covered  by  the  placement  program, 
H.R.  4719  would  prevent  agencies  from  using  these  authorities  to  bypass  the  IPP 
in  filling  vacancies. 

SEVERAL  QUESTIONS  SURROUND  CREATION  OF  A  NEW  PLACEMENT  PROGRAM 

To  create  an  expanded  priority  placement  program  that  functions  as  effectively  as 
possible,  several  questions  need  to  be  answered.  These  questions  relate  to  the  extent 
to  which  the  program  should  be  expanded,  the  amount  of  flexibility  that  should  be 
accorded  agencies  in  selecting  candidates,  and  the  possibility  of  additional  ap- 
proaches to  enhancing  the  placement  program.  These  questions  are  discussed  below. 


WHAT  TYPES  OF  APPOINTMENTS  SHOULD  THE  PLACEMENT  PROGRAM  COVER  AND  HOW 
MIGHT  IT  AFFECT  AGENCIES'  OTHER  HIRING  GOALS? 

In  creating  an  expanded  placement  program,  a  decision  will  be  needed  on  the  spe- 
cific types  of  appointments  beyond  the  competitive  service  that  the  program  should 
cover.  A  key  factor  in  making  this  determination  is  the  likely  impact  such  increased 
coverage  might  have  on  agencies'  other  hiring  goals.  For  example,  OPM  believes 
that  an  expanded  priority  placement  program  could  impair  the  ability  of  agencies 
to  use  appointing  authorities  that  facilitate  the  hiring  of  disabled  Americans  and 
military  veterans.  Currently,  candidates  from  these  groups  may  be  hired  via  non- 
competitive appointments  without  checking  the  IPP  inventory.  The  effect  of  elimi- 
nating this  option  must  be  carefully  weighted  in  light  of  past  congressional  interest 
in  providing  members  of  these  groups  enhanced  opportunities  for  federal  employ- 
ment. 

Use  of  the  Stay-in-School  authority,  a  program  that  allows  students  with  financial 
needs  to  work  for  the  government  while  continuing  their  education,  might  also  be 
limited  if  agencies  were  required  to  hire  through  the  IPP  program.  An  expanded 
mandatory  placement  program  might  also  limit  the  ability  of  agencies  to  hire  tal- 
ented entry-level  candidates  through  the  cooperative  education  program. 

A  related  question  is  whether  the  placement  program  should  give  displaced  em- 
ployees priority  over  candidates  for  internal  merit  promotion.  OPM  has  suggested 
that  this  could  have  the  effect  of  blocking  employees  who  otherwise  would  have  been 
promoted,  which  could  affect  labor-management  agreements.  Resolution  of  issues 
such  as  these  would  help  ensure  that  the  expanded  placement  program  covers  a 
wide  range  of  appointments  while  minimizing  any  unintended  consequences. 

HOW  MUCH  FLEXIBILITY  SHOULD  AGENCIES  BE  ALLOWED  IN  SELECTING  CANDIDATES? 

OPM  should  consider  the  degree  of  flexibility  agencies  should  have  in  selecting 
candidates.  This  is  important  since  our  earlier  work  on  veterans'  preference  sug- 
gests that  a  mandatory  placement  system  that  limits  agencies'  discretion  in  choos- 
ing candidates  may  have  unanticipated  results.  In  our  March  1992  report  that  ex- 
amined whether  federal  veterans  preference  requirements  needed  updating,  we 
found  that  hiring  certificates  headed  by  veterans  were  more  often  returned  unused 
without  making  a  selection  than  hiring  certificates  headed  by  nonveterans.1  Indeed, 
71  percent  of  the  hiring  certificates  we  examined  that  were  headed  by  veterans  were 
returned  unused,  compared  to  51  percent  of  those  certificates  headed  by  non- 
veterans. 

One  possible  explanation  for  this  is  that  if  a  certificate  is  headed  by  a  veteran 
and  contains  nonveterans  in  the  next  two  positions,  a  hiring  official  generally  has 
no  choice  but  to  select  the  veteran  or  return  the  certificate  unused.  The  rate  of  un- 
used certificates  suggests  that  many  officials  would  rather  leave  a  vacancy  tempo- 
rarily unfilled  than  lose  their  discretion  to  hire  another  candidate.  Whether  an  ex- 
panded mandatory  placement  program  could  have  similar  results  is  unclear  but 
worthy  of  exploration. 

ARE  THERE  ADDITIONAL  APPROACHES  TO  ENHANCING  THE  PLACEMENT  PROGRAM  THAT 

SHOULD  BE  CONSIDERED? 

Additional  approaches  to  increasing  the  effectiveness  of  the  placement  program 
may  exist.  Such  alternatives  could  include,  for  example,  effectively  marketing  can- 
didates in  the  interagency  placement  inventory.  If  the  placement  program  were  ef- 
fectively promoted  as  a  source  of  talented,  experienced  candidates  that  agencies 
could  hire  quickly  and  easily,  agencies  might  prove  more  eager  to  use  the  program 
voluntarily  over  other  sources  of  candidates. 

Another  approach  is  to  encourage  agency  programs  for  providing  transition  serv- 
ices to  RIFed  employees.  According  to  OPM,  one  such  program  that  operates  very 
well  is  the  Career  Transition  Center  at  the  Naval  Sea  Systems  Command  in  Crystal 
City,  Virginia.  A  representative  of  that  organization  told  us  that  it  has  a  number 
of  resources  displaced  employees  can  use  to  help  them  find  jobs  in  government  and 
the  non-federal  sector.  These  resources  include  books  on  job  search  techniques;  job 
availability  listings;  and  software  that  enables  users  to  prepare  resumes,  complete 
job  application  forms,  or  identify  their  skills  and  career  interests.  Patrons  can  also 
meet  with  career  counselors  at  the  center.  This  type  of  career  transition  unit  could 
be  useful  to  displaced  employees  regardless  of  the  shape  the  final  IPP  takes. 


1  Federal  Hiring:  Does  Veterans'  Preference  Need  Updating?  (GAO/GGD-92-52,  March  20, 
1992),  p.  27. 
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CONCLUSION 

We  fully  support  H.R.  4719's  goal  of  placing  RIFed  employees  in  other  federal 
jobs.  These  employees  are  an  important  resource  whose  prior  federal  experience  and 
training  could  nelp  them  make  immediate  contributions  to  any  agency.  However,  we 
also  believe  that  some  uncertainties  remain  concerning  the  best  design  for  an  ex- 
panded placement  program.  We  believe  that  answering  the  questions  discussed 
above  will  help  in  developing  a  program  that  best  serves  the  need  of  displaced  work- 
ers and  the  government  as  a  whole. 

H.R.  4719  would  direct  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  (OPM)  to  establish 
an  interagency  placement  program  for  federal  employees  who  lose  their  jobs  as  a 
result  of  reductions  in  force  (RIFs).  While  OPM's  current  Interagency  Placement 
Program  (IPP)  requires  agencies  to  give  priority  to  RIFed  employees  when  filing  po- 
sitions through  competitive  appointments,  H.R.  4719  would  broaden  this  require- 
ment to  a  governmentwide  mandate. 

GAO  fully  supports  H.R.  4719's  goal  of  placing  qualified  RIFed  employees  in  other 
federal  jobs.  These  employees  are  an  important  resource  whose  prior  federal  experi- 
ence and  training  could  help  them  make  immediate  contributions  to  any  agency 
with  vacancies  to  fill.  However,  in  creating  an  expanded  priority  placement  pro- 
gram, a  number  of  important  questions  need  to  be  answered.  These  include: 

What  types  of  appointments  should  the  placement  program  cover  and  how  might 
it  affect  agencies'  other  hiring  goals? 

How  much  flexibility  should  agencies  be  allowed  in  selecting  candidates? 

Are  there  additional  approaches  to  enhancing  the  placement  program  that  should 
be  considered? 

GAO  understands  that  OPM  favors  conducting  a  study  of  how  best  to  place  RIFed 
employees.  Such  a  study  should  seek  to  resolve  the  above  questions  to  ensure  that 
the  placement  program  effectively  serves  the  needs  of  both  displaced  workers  and 
the  government  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  I  will  be  fairly  brief,  Mr.  Bowling,  with  a  ques- 
tion or  two.  But  I  guess  the  veterans,  despite  the  veterans'  pref- 
erence, don't  fare  all  that  well  in  the  hiring  competition? 

Mr.  Bowling.  That  is  correct.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  achieving 
the  intent  of  veterans'  preference,  which  is  to  give  more  enhanced 
opportunities  to  veterans. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  And  could  you  expand  on  why  you  think  that 
is,  what  is  happening  there?  I  mean,  I  guess  I  could  guess  intu- 
itively, but 

Mr.  Bowling.  Well,  there  is  some  room  for  agencies  to  avoid  se- 
lecting the  veterans  who  simply  appears  on  a  certificate  simply  by 
returning  that  certificate  unfilled,  which,  according  to  OPM  does 
happen  fairly  frequently,  and  according  to  our  statistics,  far  more 
often  than  certificates  that  are  returned  with  unfilled  vacancies  for 
nonveterans. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Do  you  think  there  is  an  administrative  prob- 
lem there?  Is  this  being  done  correctly  then? 

Mr.  Bowling.  It  is  difficult  to  say  how  much  flexibility  should  be 
accorded.  On  the  one  hand,  you  wouldn't  want  to  reduce  flexibility 
to  the  extent  that  a  person  would  be  hired  and  placed  in  a  position 
that  they  would  not  be  comfortable  filling  or  fill  very  adequately. 

On  the  other  hand,  you  would  also  want  to  prevent  people,  agen- 
cies, from  avoiding  filling  positions  with  perfectly  well-qualified  em- 
ployees that  by  all  rights,  according  to  congressional  intent,  should 
be  placed  in  those  positions. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  I  think  we  will  pursue  this  further  at  another 
time,  but  you  also  say  on  page  5  of  your  statement,  a  related  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  placement  program  should  give  displaced  em- 
ployees priority  over  candidates  for  internal  merit  promotion.  I 
guess  from  what  Ms.  Norton  says,  that  would  not  be  the  case  with 
her  legislation. 
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Mr.  Bowling.  I  understand  from  talking  to  Congresswoman  Nor- 
ton's staff  that  that  is  indeed  true  and  the  current  bill  does  not  en- 
vision covering  internal  merit  promotion,  and  I  think  that  is  the 
way  it  should  be.  I  think  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  In  short,  your  concerns  regarding  this  legisla- 
tion, does  it  primarily  go  to  the  principle  and  structure?  You  raise 
the  concerns  as  to  minority  and  veterans.  They  would  be  coming 
in  from  the  outside,  or  do  the  GAO  concerns  go  more  to  the  admin- 
istration and  the  enforcement  and  the  followup  and  the  reviews 
and,  the 

Mr.  BOWLING.  Yes,  I  think  the  latter  is  probably  a  more  accurate 
reflection.  We  fully  applaud  the  purpose  of  the  bill,  the  objective  of 
the  bill  and  the  general  concept  of  expanding  placement  authority 
to  cover  as  many  employees  as  possible. 

It  is  also  true  that  Congress  has  shown  in  the  past  its  intent  to 
protect  members  of  certain  classes,  certain  groups,  and  our  view  is 
that  that  needs  to  be  thought  through  carefully  and  explicitly  in 
implementing  the  program  to  insure  that  whatever  special  treat- 
ment is  intended  is,  in  fact,  still  accorded.  I  see  no  reason  why  that 
couldn't  be  done. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  With  that,  I  will  recognize  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  These  self-same  ques- 
tions, questions  I  think  that  are  legitimate,  of  course,  were  present 
in  the  DOD  Program.  Is  there  any  evidence  that  the  DOD  Program, 
which  my  bill  essentially  matches,  caused  problems  with  veterans 
and  others  such  that  GAO  would  want  to  say  that  it  should  not  be 
made  governmentwide? 

Mr.  Bowling.  We  have  not  studied  the  DOD  Program,  but  from 
what  we  know,  we  see  no  evidence  that  there  are  problems  with 
the  DOD  Program  and  that,  in  fact,  we  would  probably  encourage 
OPM,  in  putting  together  the  IPP,  to  look  very  closely  at  that  pro- 
gram as  the  potential  model  for  a  successful  one. 

Now,  since  we  haven't  studied  it,  we  don't  know  if  there  are  any 
unintended  consequences  as  a  result.  They  certainly  seem  to  be 
placing  a  larger  number  of  employees,  and  that  thereby  achieving 
their  overall  objective. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Well,  for  the  record,  everything  we  have  done 
with  buyouts  follow  lockstep  in  what  the  DOD  has  done.  In  es- 
sence, the  DOD  became  a  massive  study  in  progress  and  has  been 
touted  governmentwide  for  its  success.  I  am  amused  by  the  notion 
raised  by  OPM  that  there  would  be  matters  such  as  diversity  af- 
fected, since  the  last  hired  and  first  fired  continue  to  be,  in  this 
Government,  people  of  color,  and  often  women,  and  one  of  the  great 
problems  with  RIF's  continues  to  be  that  the  persons  put  out  in  the 
street  are  people  of  color  and  women.  So  about  the  last  thing  I 
want  to  hear  from  OPM  is  that  they  want  new  hires  to  bring  in 
some  minorities  and  women  as  they  push  the  minorities  and 
women  who  are  on  board  out  the  door. 

The  only  one  that  concerns  me  is  veterans  who  have  a  very  sub- 
stantial priority  in  the  Government,  and  that  is  something  we 
would  want  to  investigate.  Very  substantial  as  it  is,  very,  very  sub- 
stantial, so  substantial  that  it  often  discriminates  against  women, 
I  might  add,  and  yet  I  think  veterans  have  very  little  complaint 
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about  it  in  the  way  they  have  been  hired.  Veterans  preference  was 
never  meant  to  displace  workers  on  board,  was  it? 

Mr.  Bowling.  No.  It  was  simply  to  offer  an  enhanced  opportunity 
for  employment  to  people  who  had  served  our  country  and  the  mili- 
tary. 

Ms.  Norton.  So  if  someone  comes  to  the  door  of  the  Government, 
they  get  expanded  points  and  preference  for  having  served  the  Gov- 
ernment, whether  they  were  in  combat,  but  they  do  get — the  fact 
that  they — and  whether  it  is  peacetime  or  wartime,  they  do  get  the 
extra  points  as  they  come  to  the  door  of  the  Government. 

Do  you  know  of  any  history  where  veterans  placement  has  been 
used  to  displace  people  who  have  already  been  holding  jobs  and 
have  been  RIF'd? 

Mr.  Bowling.  I  am  not  aware  of  that.  That  might  be  a  good 
question  to  ask  OPM  since  their  experience  has  been  considerably 
deeper  than  ours,  but  I  am  not  aware  of  such  cases. 

Ms.  Norton.  Are  you  aware  of  the  relationship  between  the 
number  of  people  involved  in  the  downsizing  and  efficiency  goals  in 
the  agencies? 

Mr.  Bowling.  No.  Our  view  is  that  when  downsizing,  one  needs 
to  look  at  the  workforce  planning  first  and  determine  what  the 
right  number  of  people  should  be  to  operate  an  agency  and  its  pro- 
grams as  effectively  as  possible,  and  that  is  a  good  way  to  start. 

I  think  in  our  testimony  tomorrow  at  your  subcommittee's  hear- 
ing, we  will  be  addressing  a  little  bit  more  of  that  same  subject. 

Ms.  Norton.  But  you  are  not  aware  that  that  process  was  car- 
ried out  here,  looking  to  your  goals  first  and  then  deciding  how 
many  people  you  need  to  meet  your  goals? 

Mr.  Bowling.  We  are  not  aware  of  that. 

Ms.  Norton.  Could  I  ask  you,  given  the  downsizing  goals  we 
have,  goals  that  keep  going  up,  the  time  limits  which  don't  go  up 
for  achieving  those  goals,  whether  you  believe  there  will  be  signifi- 
cant numbers  of  RIF's  during  fiscal  year  1995? 

Mr.  Bowling.  We  conducted  a  survey  of  37  Federal  agencies  to 
determine  answers  to  questions  just  such  as  those.  The  results 
showed  that  five  of  the  agencies  that  we  contacted  said  that  they 
did,  in  fact,  believe  there  would  be  RIF's  during  fiscal  year  1995. 

At  the  same  time,  there  were  22  other  agencies  which  felt  they 
did  not  think  there  was  any  likelihood  of  RIF's.  So  certainly  there 
are  some  agencies  that  believe  that  there  will,  in  fact,  be  RIFs. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  are  those  agencies? 

Mr.  Bowling.  I  don't  have  that  information  with  me. 

Ms.  Norton.  Bring  that  information  tomorrow  to  our  hearing. 

Mr.  Bowling.  I  can  supply  that  for  you,  yes. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  would  appreciate  you  bringing  that  information 
tomorrow  to  our  hearing. 

Mr.  Bowling.  OK. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  about  the  years  beyond  fiscal  year  1995,  fis- 
cal year  1996  to  1999  and  the  likely  need  for  RIF's? 

Mr.  Bowling.  We  really  don't  have  information  on  that.  One 
would  presume  that  as  the  number  of  employees,  number  of  FTE's 
are  reduced,  that  there  might  be  the  potential  for  a  large  number 
of  RIF's,  but  we  really  haven't  looked  into  that  enough  to  give  you 
an  answer. 
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Ms.  Norton.  Given  the  likelihood  of  more  RIF's,  which,  of 
course,  take  place  randomly,  one  of  the  reasons  we  did  buyouts  was 
because  of  the  chaotic  way  in  which  RIF's  must  be  carried  out 
under  existing  law.  Given  that,  do  you  think  more  buyout  authority 
would  be  preferable  to  RIF'ing  employees  from  now  through  1999 
to  meet  goals? 

Mr.  Bowling.  Our  view  is  that  buyouts  are  a  preferable  alter- 
native to  RIF's,  for  some  of  the  same  reasons  that  you  have  men- 
tioned. They  tend  to  be  more  cost-effective.  They  tend  to  have  less 
adverse  impact  on  individual  employees,  and  I  think  there  is  the 
potential  that  they  would  have  less  effect  on  women  and  minorities, 
which  as  you  rightly  observe,  potentially  are  at  risk  in  a  RIF  situa- 
tion. 

Ms.  Norton.  You  indicate  in  your  testimony  that  utilizing  dis- 
placed employees  saves  the  Government  money  by  minimizing  sev- 
erance payments  and  unemployment  outlays.  Do  you  have  any  esti- 
mate of  what  those  savings  might  be  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  for 
example? 

Mr.  Bowling.  No.  It  would  be  very  difficult  to  estimate  and  we 
haven't.  It  is  possible  OPM  may  be  able  to  give  you  some  more  in- 
formation on  that,  but  I  think  it  would  be  hard  to  estimate  an  ac- 
tual figure.  However,  it  is  clear,  I  think,  that  those  savings  would 
be  available  since  those  are  outlays  that  simply  would  not  occur  if 
that  employee  were  placed  in  another  Federal  job. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  How  would  you  compare  the  savings  in  sever- 
ance payment  and  unemployment  outlays  on  the  one  hand  with  the 
costs  involved  in  recruiting,  hiring,  and  training  a  new  Federal  em- 
ployee? 

Mr.  Bowling.  That  is  an  interesting  question.  We  have  done 
some  work  looking  at  non-Federal  employers  and  their  downsizing 
efforts  and  we  haven't  published  that.  We  are  still  doing  our  data 
analysis,  but  we  have  found  some  agencies  who  have  stated  that 
based  on  their  analysis,  it  is,  in  fact,  very  cost-effective  to  retain 
employees  rather  than  separating  them  and  hiring  new  ones  and 
that  even  if  a  considerable  amount  of  money  has  to  be  spent  in  re- 
training those  employees,  it  is  still  more  cost-effective  for  them  and 
more  efficient  in  terms  of  their  workforce  to  maintain  those  em- 
ployees than  to  go  outside  and  hire  new  employees. 

So  there  does  seem  to  be  some  concrete  evidence  that  the  private 
sector  has  looked  at  that  issue  and  has  decided  it  is  better  to  retain 
people  and  place  them  in  other  jobs  as  opposed  to  going  outside. 

Ms.  Norton.  One  of  the  things  that  we  are  going  to  have  to  be- 
come more  expert  in  as  a  committee  is  in  doing  what  private  com- 
panies simply  have  to  do.  A  private  company  simply  could  not  have 
sat  down  and  said,  how  many  employees  do  we  have  to  get  rid  of, 
pick  a  number,  without  relating  it  to  the  cost  of  doing  business,  the 
cost  of  making  a  product. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  I  might  say,  I  am  totally  in  sympathy  with  you. 
That  is  where  we  started  on  all  this. 

Ms.  Norton.  You  and  I  remember  time  after  time  raising  this 
question,  and  we  are  going  to  have  to  find  proxies  for  it.  In  the 
same  way,  only  OPM  could  say,  don't  consider  whether  it  costs  us 
more  money  to  hire  a  new  employee  than  to  retrain  or  retain.  Only 
the  Government  would  say  that.  Nobody  in  business,  which  has  a 
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bottom  line  to  discipline  what  she  does,  could  ever  say  anything 
else,  except,  what  does  it  cost  me  to  do  it  this  way  and  what  does 
it  cost  me  to  do  it  that  way. 

And  I  just  want  to  say  that  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  perhaps 
asking  GAO  to  do  more  work  with  the  Government,  since  the  Gov- 
ernment is  now  putting  itself  in  the  efficiency  business  through  the 
National  Performance  Review,  we  are  simply  going  to  have  to  fish 
or  cut  bait.  We  are  either  going  to  have  to  act  like  a  private  com- 
pany or  stop  merely  using  the  rhetoric  of  a  private  company,  or  go 
back  to  the  way  we  always  were  doing  it  and  not  pretend  we  are 
doing  proficiency  studies. 

I  appreciate  the  work  of  the  GAO.  I  greatly  respect  it  and  any 
changes  in  my  bill  will  be  guided  in  no  small  part  by  your  testi- 
mony. Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  McCLOSKEY.  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Norton.  Maybe  a 
Softball  question;  I  could  anticipate  a  response,  but  for  the  record, 
Mr.  Bowling,  does  GAO  favor  the  role  of  an  expanded  IPP? 

Mr.  Bowling.  We  certainly  favor  the  objective  of  placing  as  many 
Federal  employees  as  possible  and  expanding  the  current  program 
is  certainly  a  reasonable  way  to  go  about  that.  Our  only  reserva- 
tion, or  at  least  qualification,  is  that  we  feel  that  the  questions  we 
raised  in  our  testimony  today  should  be  explored  in  creating  that 
expanded  system  to  ensure  that  it  does,  in  fact,  meet  the  needs  of 
both  the  employees  and  the  Federal  Government  as  fully  as  pos- 
sible. 

Mr.  McCLOSKEY.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  am  a  great  fan  of  the 
GAO.  I  would  hope  not  to  be  utilizing  your  services  in  the  post-elec- 
tion period  for  the  second  time.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Bowling.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  McCLOSKEY.  Our  second  panel  is  Leonard  Klein,  Association 
Director  for  Career  Entry,  Office  of  Personnel  Management,  wel- 
come. And  also  Dr.  Diane  Disney,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Civil  Personnel  Policy  in  the  DOD.  Welcome  to  both 
new  witnesses  here.  I  might  say  from  the  standpoint  of  protocol 
and  agency  size,  maybe  we  will  start  with  Ms.  Disney. 

Doctor. 

STATEMENT  OF  LEONARD  R.  KLEIN,  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR 
FOR  CAREER  ENTRY,  OFFICE  OF  PERSONNEL  MANAGE- 
MENT, DIANE  M.  DISNEY,  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 
OF  DEFENSE  FOR  CD7DL  PERSONNEL  POLICY,  DEPARTMENT 
OF  DEFENSE 

Ms.  Disney.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  in  this 
particular  instance,  given  that  OPM  has  the  broader  view,  I  would 
be  happy  to  defer  to  OPM  and  then  follow  up. 

Mr.  McCLOSKEY.  I  will  defer  to  your  negotiations.  Both  state- 
ments are  accepted  for  the  record  and  if  someone  will  start  soon, 
it  would  be  great. 
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Mr.  Klein.  Well,  I  will  begin.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Good  morning,  sir. 

Mr.  Klein.  I  thank  you  for  providing  the  Office  of  Personnel 
Management  this  opportunity  to  discuss  H.R.  4719.  This  bill  would 
require  OPM  to  establish  a  mandatory  Interagency  Placement  Pro- 
gram for  Federal  employees  affected  by  reductions  in  force. 

H.R.  4719  would  require  OPM  to  establish  a  mandatory  Govern- 
mentwide  Interagency  Placement  Program  under  which  all  Federal 
agencies  would  be  required  to  hire  a  well-qualified  displaced  em- 
ployee if  available  before  considering  candidates  from  other 
sources.  OPM  strongly  agrees  with  the  objective  of  retaining  af- 
fected Federal  employees  in  the  Federal  work  force. 

We  agree  that  OPM's  current  system  needs  improvement.  How- 
ever, it  would  be  very  desirable  to  first  conduct  a  thorough  study 
of  all  the  interagency  placement  issues,  as  will  be  required  by  sec- 
tion 1066  of  the  defense  authorization  bill. 

Under  this  provision,  OPM  would  conduct  a  6-month  study  to  de- 
termine the  feasibility  of  a  mandatory  Interagency  Placement  Pro- 
gram. OPM  will  go  further  than  this  study  proposes  and  provide 
an  implementation  plan  for  the  optimum  Interagency  Placement 
Program.  We  believe  it  is  critical  to  involve  the  various  affected 
agencies  and  take  advantage  of  DOD's  experience  with  its  internal 
placement  program. 

Some  elements  of  the  design  could  be  implemented  administra- 
tively. Others  may  require  statutory  assistance.  A  study  would  per- 
mit the  identification  of  all  the  issues  affecting  the  placement  pro- 
gram and  potential  solutions. 

Additional  approaches  may  help  avoid  RIF's  and  minimize  their 
impact.  The  defense  outplacement  referral  system,  or  DORS,  which 
OPM  and  DOD  built  in  collaboration  as  an  early  action  referral 
system,  has  been  working  effectively  to  provide  referrals  of  DOD 
employees  who  lose  their  jobs  to  other  Federal  agencies  and  non- 
Federal  employers  also.  These  referrals  have  helped  many  DOD 
employees  gain  other  positions  where  their  experience  and  skills 
are  needed. 

OPM  has  been  working  to  provide  a  similar  outplacement  refer- 
ral system  for  employees  in  other  Federal  agencies.  We  have  been 
making  progress  in  setting  up  the  new  voluntary  placement  sys- 
tem. Following  the  necessary  programming  of  the  system  and  other 
steps  needed  for  operation,  we  expect  the  new  system  to  begin  ac- 
cepting registrants  in  February  or  March  of  next  year. 

The  voluntary  placement  system  will  allow  early  registration  of 
employees  who  wish  to  be  considered  for  outplacement  and  provide 
rapid  referrals  to  other  Federal  agencies  for  possible  placement.  We 
anticipate  that  this  new  program  will  be  of  significant  benefit  to 
employees.  This  program  could  be  one  of  the  elements  of  the  pro- 
posed design. 

In  addition,  OPM  has  recently  made  substantial  improvements  to 
the  Interagency  Placement  Program,  or  IPP,  which  requires  an 
agency  to  hire  a  qualified  displaced  employee  if  available  when  fill- 
ing a  job  from  competitive  registers.  We  have  automated  and  cen- 
tralized the  IPP,  allowing  faster  registration  by  employees  and  im- 
mediate access  by  agencies  to  the  qualifications  of  the  displaced 
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employees.  Further,  we  have  modified  the  procedures  so  that  many 
employees  can  register  for  outplacement  up  to  6  months  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  expected  separation. 

Along  with  the  placement  study  under  the  defense  authorization 
bill,  OPM  plans  to  review  a  full  range  of  additional  options  to  as- 
sist employees  affected  by  downsizing  and  restructuring.  For  exam- 
ple, OPM  has  expanded  our  Federal  job  opportunities  listing,  or 
FJOL,  to  include  now  all  jobs  in  the  competitive  service  for  which 
an  agency  is  seeking  candidates  from  outside  the  agency.  Access  to 
the  best  possible  job  information  is  an  important  resource  for  af- 
fected employees. 

Employees  can  access  the  FJOL  at  agencies'  career  transition 
centers  or  by  telephone,  which  also  provides  a  variety  of  assistance 
to  Federal  employees,  including  training  and  job  search  skills. 

Another  possible  means  of  assistance  for  employees  is  retraining 
through  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act,  JTPA,  administered  by 
the  Department  of  Labor.  OPM  and  DOD  have  previously  devel- 
oped a  Department  of  Labor  system  under  which  agencies  can  pro- 
vide up  to  6  months'  advance  notice  of  an  employee's  expected  sep- 
aration so  that  employees  will  have  the  maximum  opportunity  to 
benefit  from  the  JTPA  services. 

In  summary,  OPM  supports  the  study  to  design  an  implementa- 
tion plan  of  interagency  placement  that  would  be  required  by  sec- 
tion 1066  of  the  defense  authorization  bill.  We  are  pursuing  a  vari- 
ety of  efforts  which  can  be  incorporated  into  a  new  system  design 
and  which,  when  used  together,  can  be  very  effective  in  minimizing 
the  impact  of  downsizing  on  our  employees.  Thank  you,  and  I 
would  be  available  for  questions. 

[The  statement  of  Mr.  Klein  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Leonard  R.  Klein,  Associate  Director  for  Career 
Entry,  Office  of  Personnel  Management 

Thank  you  for  providing  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  this  opportunity  to 
discuss  H.R.  4719.  This  bill  would  require  OPM  to  establish  a  mandatory  inter- 
agency placement  program  for  Federal  employees  affected  by  reductions  in  force 
(RIF's).  .,    . 

H.R.  4719  would  require  OMP  to  establish  a  mandatory  governmentwide  inter- 
agency placement  program  under  which  all  Federal  agencies  would  be  required  to 
hire  a  well-qualified  displaced  employee  if  available  before  considering  candidates 
from  other  sources.  OPM  strongly  agrees  with  the  objective  of  retraining  affected 
employees  in  the  Federal  service. 

We  agree  that  our  current  system  needs  improvement.  However,  it  would  be  very 
desirable  to  first  conduct  a  thorough  study  of  all  interagency  placement  issues,  all 
will  be  required  by  section  1066  of  The  Defense  Authorization  Bill.  Under  this  provi- 
sion, OPM  would  conduct  a  6-month  study  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  a  manda- 
tory interagency  placement  program.  OPM  will  go  further  than  this  study  and  pro- 
pose an  implementation  plan  for  the  Optimum  Interagency  Placement  Program.  We 
believe  it  is  critical  to  involve  the  various  affected  agencies  and  take  advantage  of 
DOD's  experience  with  its  internal  placement  program.  Some  elements  of  the  design 
could  be  implemented  administratively,  and  others  may  require  a  statutory  basis. 
A  study  would  permit  the  identification  of  all  the  issues  affecting  the  placement  pro- 
gram, and  potential  solutions.  t 

Additional  approaches  may  help  avoid  RIF's  and  minimize  their  impact.  The  De- 
fense Outplacement  Referral  System,  or  DORS,  which  OPM  and  DOD  built  in  col- 
laboration as  an  early  action  referral  system,  has  been  working  effectively  to  provide 
referrals  of  DOD  employees  who  face  job  loss  to  other  Federal  and  non-federal  em- 
ployers. These  referrals  have  helped  many  DOD  employees  gain  other  jobs  where 
their  experience  and  skills  are  needed.  OPM  has  been  working  to  provide  a  similar 
outplacement  referral  system  for  employees  in  other  Federal  agencies.  We  have  been 
making  progress  in  setting  up  the  new  voluntary  placement  system.  Following  the 
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necessary  programming  of  the  system  and  other  steps  needed  for  operation,  we  ex- 
pect the  new  system  to  begin  accepting  registrants  in  February  or  March  of  next 
year.  The  Voluntary  Placement  System  will  allow  early  registration  of  employees 
who  wish  to  be  considered  for  outplacement,  and  provide  rapid  referrals  to  other 
Federal  agencies  for  possible  placement.  We  anticipate  that  this  new  program  will 
be  of  significant  benefit  to  employees.  This  program  could  be  one  of  the  elements 
of  the  proposed  design. 

In  addition,  OPM  has  recently  made  substantial  improvements  to  the  interagency 
placement  program,  or  IPP,  which  requires  an  agency  to  hire  a  qualified  displaced 
employee  if  available  when  filling  a  job  from  a  competitive  register.  We  have  auto- 
mated and  centralized  the  IPP,  allowing  faster  registration  by  employees  and  imme- 
diate access  by  agencies  to  the  qualifications  of  displaced  employees.  Further,  we 
have  modified  the  procedures  so  that  many  employees  can  register  for  placement  up 
to  6  months  prior  to  the  date  of  expected  separation. 

Along  with  the  placement  study  under  The  Defense  Authorization  Bill,  OPM 
plans  to  review  a  full  range  of  additional  options  to  assist  employees  affected  by 
downsizing  and  restructuring.  For  example,  OPM  has  expanded  our  Federal  job  op- 
portunities listing,  or  FJOL,  to  include  all  jobs  in  the  competitive  service  for  which 
an  agency  is  seeking  candidates  from  outside  the  agency.  Access  to  the  best  possible 
job  information  is  an  important  resource  for  affected  employees.  Employees  can  ac- 
cess the  FJOL  at  agencies'  career  transition  centers,  including  training  in  job  search 
skills.  Another  possible  means  of  assistance  for  employees  is  retraining  through  the 
Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (JTPA)  administered  by  the  Department  of  Labor. 
OPM  and  DOD  have  previously  developed  with  the  Department  of  Labor  a  system 
under  which  agencies  can  provide  up  to  6  months'  advance  notice  of  an  employee's 
expected  separation,  so  that  employees  will  have  the  maximum  opportunity  to  bene- 
fit from  JTPA  services. 

In  summary,  OPM  supports  the  study  to  design  an  implementation  plan  of  inter- 
agency placement  that  would  be  required  by  Section  1066  of  The  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Bill.  We  are  pursing  a  variety  of  efforts  which  can  be  incorporated  into  a  new 
system  design  and  which,  used  together,  can  be  very  effective  in  minimizing  the  im- 
pact of  downsizing  on  employees. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Klein.  Before  going 
to  Dr.  Disney,  we  have  been  joined  by  Congresswoman  Morella, 
who  is  recognized  for  any  statement  she  may  care  to  make. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  calling 
this  hearing.  It  is  very,  very,  very  important  to  our  Federal  work 
force.  I  do  not  have  an  opening  statement,  but  in  the  interest  of 
time,  I  will  submit  one  for  the  record  and  again,  thank  you  for  the 
hearing. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Without  objection.  Good  to  see  you  Mrs. 
Morella. 

Dr.  Disney. 

Ms.  Disney.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  thank 
you  very  much  for  inviting  me  here  today  to  discuss  H.R.  4719,  the 
Federal  Service  Priority  Placement  Program  Act  of  1994.  We  sup- 
port the  concept  and  we  believe  that  our  experience  with  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  Priority  Placement  Program  provides  impor- 
tant lessons  for  a  governmentwide  program. 

Since  September  1989,  DOD  has  reduced  its  civilian  end  strength 
by  220,000  people,  roughly  20  percent.  Under  the  Department's 
current  plan,  civilian  end  strength  will  be  reduced  by  an  additional 
100,000  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1999.  In  addition,  further  possible 
personnel  reductions  continue  to  be  under  review.  Throughout  this 
effort,  other  focus  has  remained  on  areas  of  surplus  employment  as 
we  try  to  minimize  involuntary  separations. 

In  fiscal  year  1993,  for  example,  DOD  accounted  for  the  majority 
of  all  Federal  downsizing.  We  reduced  our  civilian  rolls  by  70,000 
people  and  only  2,000  of  those  were  involuntary  separations.  To  ac- 
complish these  reductions,  we  used  all  of  the  tools  available,  includ- 
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ing  hiring  restrictions,  voluntary  early  retirement  authority  and 
buyouts. 

As  the  drawdown  continues,  our  capacity  to  reabsorb  employees 
and  to  use  existing  tools  effectively  will  necessarily  be  constrained. 
A  successful  governmentwide  placement  program,  therefore,  could 
be  an  asset  in  our  continuing  effort  to  minimize  involuntary  sepa- 
rations. Before  I  comment  on  the  governmentwide  concept,  how- 
ever, let  me  take  a  few  moments  to  tell  you  about  PPP. 

The  Priority  Placement  Program  will  celebrate  its  30th  birthday 
next  year.  DOD  established  the  program  in  1965  in  response  to  a 
commitment  by  the  then  Secretary  of  Defense  to  Congress  about 
closing  installations  without  separating  employees.  PPP  began  as 
a  paper  and  labor-intensive  program.  It  traded  supervisor  and  em- 
ployee discretion  for  guaranteed  job  offers.  Today  it  is  a  flexible, 
automated  program  that  considers  supervisory  and  mission  re- 
quirements along  with  employee  choice. 

Since  the  early  years,  program  registrants  have  risen  from  5,000 
to  just  over  19,000  at  any  given  time.  Placements  have  risen  from 
roughly  175  a  month  to  the  recent  average  of  a  thousand  a  month. 
We  have  placed  over  100,000  employees.  While  we  no  longer  guar- 
antee every  employee  a  job  offer,  we  have  significantly  reduced  the 
number  of  employees  whom  we  involuntary  separate. 

Over  the  years,  we  have  periodically  solicited  information  from 
gaining  supervisors;  that  is,  those  who  are  taking  on  someone  from 
the  program,  regarding  program  satisfaction.  Almost  99  percent  of 
the  supervisors  surveyed  reported  that  they  are  satisfied  with  the 
PPP  placements.  Interestingly,  almost  89  percent  report  that  the 
employees  placed  from  the  program  were  better  qualified  than  em- 
ployees referred  from  other  sources. 

Now,  returning  to  the  issue  at  hand,  the  Department  believes 
that  Federal  agencies  have  the  responsibility  to  do  everything  pos- 
sible to  take  care  of  their  employees,  particularly  during  times  of 
transition.  We  share  this  belief  with  the  Office  of  Personnel  Man- 
agement. We  believe  that  agencies  should  fill  vacancies  first 
through  their  own  internal  placement  program  for  employees  facing 
reduction  in  force. 

Second,  they  should  go  through  their  own  internal  merit  pro- 
motion system,  and  third,  through  a  governmentwide  program.  In 
other  words,  the  governmentwide  program  should  apply  only  when 
an  agency  hires  from  outside  its  own  work  force. 

We  base  this  position  on  strong  economic  considerations  which 
are  explained  in  the  written  testimony.  Essentially,  we  recognize 
that  each  agency  has  a  unique  mission  and  culture.  Therefore,  in- 
ternally placed  employees  can,  in  general,  become  productive  soon- 
er and  at  lower  cost  than  external  candidates.  By  allowing  agencies 
to  reabsorb  their  own  displaced  employees  and  then  promote  or  re- 
assign current  employees  before  using  an  external  placement  pro- 
gram, we  can  capitalize  on  our  investment  in  our  employees  for  the 
future  of  our  agencies. 

We  believe  that  the  best  approach  is  for  OPM  to  collaborate  with 
DOD  and  other  Federal  agencies  to  develop  and  implement  a  sys- 
tem which  meets  agency  needs  and  provides  the  best  placement  op- 
portunity for  employees.  Indeed,  we  have  already  begun  discussions 
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about  the  organizational  principles  essential  to  the  design  of  such 
a  system. 

A  governmentwide  program  must  not  only  have  high  level  sup- 
port, but  also  be  flexible.  This  flexibility  is  best  found  in  an  admin- 
istratively directed  program.  Such  a  program  can  accomplish  the 
same  objective  as  this  legislation  and  will  complement  the  changes 
in  human  resource  management  envisioned  by  the  National  Per- 
formance Review.  Therefore,  the  Department  of  Defense  urges  that 
the  proposed  legislation  not  mandate  the  development  of  a  govern- 
mentwide PPP,  but  rather  allow  OPM  the  administrative  flexibility 
to  develop  and  implement  this  important  program. 

I  thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  share  our  thoughts 
on  this  issue.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  OPM  and  other 
agencies  in  the  months  to  come  and  I  look  forward  to  answering 
your  questions.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Disney  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Diane  M.  Disney,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  C^l  Personnel  Policy,  Department  of  Defense 

Thank  you  for  inviting  me  here  today  to  discuss  H.R.  4719,  the  Federal  Service 
Priority  Placement  Program  Act  of  1994.  We  support  the  concept  and  believe  that 
our  experience  with  the  Department  of  Defense  Priority  Placement  Program  (PPP) 
provides  important  lessons  for  a  Government-wide  program. 

Since  September  1989,  DoD  has  reduced  its  civilian  endstrength  by  about  220,000 
or  20  percent.  Under  the  Department's  current  plan,  civilian  endstrength  will  be  re- 
duced an  additional  100,000  by  FY  1999.  In  addition,  further  possible  personnel  re- 
ductions continue  to  be  under  review.  Throughout  this  effort,  our  focus  remains  on 
areas  of  surplus  employment  as  we  try  to  minimize  involuntary  separations.  In  FY 
93,  for  example,  DoD  accounted  for  the  majority  of  all  federal  downsizing.  We  re- 
duced our  civilian  rolls  by  70,000  people,  and  only  2,000  of  those  were  involuntary 
separations.  To  accomplish  these  reductions  we  use  all  the  tools  available,  including 
hiring  restrictions,  voluntary  early  retirement  authority,  and  buyouts.  As  the 
drawdown  continues,  our  capacity  to  reabsorb  employees  and  to  use  existing  tools 
effectively  will  necessarily  be  constrained.  A  successful  Government-wide  placement 
program,  therefore,  could  be  an  asset  in  our  continuing  effort  to  minimize  involun- 
tary separations.  Before  I  comment  on  the  Government-wide  concept,  however,  let 
me  take  a  few  moments  to  tell  you  about  PPP. 

The  PPP  will  celebrate  its  thirtieth  birthday  next  year.  DoD  established  the  pro- 
gram in  1965  in  response  to  a  commitment  the  then  Secretary  of  Defense  made  to 
Congress  to  close  installations  without  separating  employees.  PPP  began  as  a  paper 
and  labor-intensive  program  that  traded  supervisor  and  employee  discretion  for 
guaranteed  job  offers.  Today  it  is  a  flexible,  automated  program  that  considers  su- 
pervisory and  mission  requirements  along  with  employee  choice. 

Since  the  early  years,  program  registrants  have  risen  from  5,000  to  just  over 
19,000  at  any  given  time.  Placements  have  risen  from  roughly  175  per  month  to  the 
recent  average  of  1,000  per  month.  PPP  has  placed  over  100,000  employees.  While 
we  no  longer  guarantee  every  employee  a  job  offer,  we  have  significantly  reduced 
the  number  of  employees  whom  we  involuntarily  separate. 

Over  the  years,  we  have  periodically  solicited  information  from  gaining  super- 
visors regarding  program  satisfaction.  Almost  99%  of  the  supervisors  surveyed  re- 
port they  are  satisfied  with  PPP  placements.  Interestingly,  almost  89%  report  that 
the  employees  placed  from  the  program  were  better  qualified  than  employees  re- 
ferred from  other  sources. 

Now,  returning  to  the  issue  at  hand,  the  Department  believes  that  Federal  agen- 
cies have  the  responsibility  to  do  everything  possible  to  take  care  of  their  employees 
particularly  during  times  of  transition.  We  share  this  belief  with  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management  (OPM).  We  believe  that  agencies  should  fill  vacancies  first 
through  their  own  agency  placement  program  for  employees  facing  reduction-in- 
force,  second  through  internal  merit  promotion,  and  third  through  a  Government- 
wide  program.  In  other  words,  the  Government-wide  program  should  apply  only 
when  an  agency  hires  from  outside  its  own  workforce. 

We  base  this  position  on  strong  economic  considerations.  A  popular  textbook  de- 
fines human  capital  as  ".  .  .  the  accumulated  knowledge  and  skills  of  the  working 
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population"  (Economics,  Michael  Parking,  Addison-Wesley  Publishing,  1960,  p.  983). 
Nobel  laureate  Gary  Becker,  a  pioneer  in  this  field  (Human  Capital,  Columbia  Uni- 
versity Press,  1964),  explains  how  workers,  through  on-the-job  experience  as  well  as 
employer-supplied  training,  over  time  tend  to  become  increasingly  productive.  The 
value  of  this  human  capital  is  specific  to  the  organization  in  which  it  was  acquired 
to  the  extent  that  its  mission  and  culture  differ  from  that  of  other  organizations. 
Conversely,  the  cost  of  training  and  acculturating  workers  transferring  in  from  out- 
side increases  with  the  distinctiveness  of  the  organization. 

Each  agency  has  a  unique  mission  and  culture.  Therefore,  internally  placed  em- 
ployees can,  in  general,  become  productive  sooner  and  at  lower  cost  than  external 
candidates.  By  allowing  agencies  to  reabsorb  their  own  displaced  employees  and 
then  promote  or  reassign  current  employees  before  using  an  external  placement  pro- 
gram, we  can  capitalize  on  our  investment  in  our  employees  for  the  future  of  our 
agencies. 

We  believes  that  the  best  approach  is  for  OPM  to  work  in  collaboration  with  DoD 
and  other  Federal  agencies  to  develop  and  implement  a  system  which  meets  agency 
needs  and  provides  the  best  placement  opportunity  for  employees.  Indeed,  we  have 
already  begun  discussions  about  the  organizational  principles  essential  to  the  design 
of  such  a  system. 

A  Government-wide  program  must  not  only  have  high-level  support  but  also  be 
flexible.  This  flexibility  is  best  found  in  an  administratively  directed  program.  Such 
a  program  can  accomplish  the  same  objective  as  this  legislation  and  will  com- 
plement the  changes  in  human  resources  management  envisioned  by  the  National 
Performance  Review.  Therefore,  the  Department  urges  that  the  proposed  legislation 
not  mandate  the  development  of  a  Government-wide  PPP,  but  rather  allow  OPM  the 
administrative  flexibility  to  develop  and  implement  this  important  program. 

Mr.  McCLOSKEY.  Thank  you  very  much,  Dr.  Disney. 

Mr.  Klein. 

Mr.  Klein.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  I  guess  about  half  of  the  quarter  million  plus 
work  force  numbers  to  be  reduced  has  occurred  already  and  obvi- 
ously this  program  downsizing  is  well  under  way.  How  long  would 
a  study  take?  How  many  more  people  would  be  affected  negatively 
without  these  opportunities  that  Ms.  Norton  is  trying  to,  I  think 
rightly,  provide  in  order  for  all  this  to  be  resolved? 

I  guess,  A,  I  would  like  to  ask  that;  and  then  B,  I  would  like  to 
ask  specifically  what  are  the  problematic  principles  and  procedures 
that  you  are  concerned  about  with  what  Ms.  Norton  is  proposing. 
Since,  hopefully,  as  I  am  getting  further  enlightened  and  she  ex- 
plains it  to  me,  as  a  matter  of  common  sense,  not  an  unending 
study,  I  can't  find  too  much  wrong  with  it. 

Now,  I  am  not  interested  in  mandating  anything  or  an  argument, 
but  what  is  the  matter  with  just  getting  this  done  fairly  quickly? 

Mr.  Klein.  Yes,  sir.  Perhaps  I  could  review  some  of  the  things 
we  have  been  doing  in  the  past  year.  We  share  your  concern  and 
share  Ms.  Norton's  concern  and  the  subcommittee's. 

We  believe  our  current  Federal  employees  are  our  best  possible 
applicants  for  our  positions.  We  face  a  number  of  dilemmas  and 
that  is  essentially  why  we  think  the  study  is  required.  We  ought 
to  look  at  this  very  carefully. 

During  the  past  year,  OPM  has  been  putting  considerable  effort 
into  the  buyout  legislation,  and  now  assisting  agencies  in  getting 
ready  for  the  buyout.  We  have  had  full  day  training  sessions,  sat- 
ellite conferences  with  agencies.  We  get  200  calls  a  day  on  our  hot 
lines. 

We  think  that  the  buyout  legislation  will  prevent  many  reduc- 
tions in  force.  They  have  allowed  DOD  to  avoid  reductions  in  force 
for  50,000  people  so  far,  and  we  have  used  it  for  15,000  in  the  do- 
mestic agency  so  far  this  year.  We  expect  another  large  number  in 
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the  October,  November  timeframe.  So  the  buyouts  are  certainly  one 
of  the  tools. 

We  have  been  concerned  about  our  force  placement  programs. 
They  have  been  manual  and  decentralized.  Agencies  need  to  call 
around  to  our  various  facilities  to  find  out  who  is  on  the  list.  We 
have  not  centralized  that,  automated  it  so  they  can  call  it  up  on 
their  personal  computers  in  a  matter  of  seconds  and  see  where 
these  people  are  located.  We  have  been  looking  for  the  DORS  pro- 
gram, the  Defense  Outplacement  Referral  System,  ways  vol- 
untary  

Mr.  McCloskey.  Mr.  Klein,  I  respect  that  and  I  understand  that, 
but  specifically,  what  is  the  matter  with  the  principles  and  the 
structures  of  her  legislation? 

Mr.  Klein.  Well,  I  guess  our  principle  concern  is  the  effect  on 
certain  constituencies  that  I  think  we  need  to  take  a  hard  look  at 
before  we  venture  into  this  area. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  I  was  going  to  mention  previously  what  Ms. 
Norton  mentioned,  but  isn't  one  of  the  constituencies  here  for  Fed- 
eral employees  being  somewhat,  even  in  the  fairest  descriptions, 
arbitrarily  displaced.  They  are  the  last  hired  and  first  fired,  and 
with  the  seniority  system  and  the  social  and  employment  history 
in  this  country,  they  are  most  likely  to  be  women  and  minorities? 

And  if  we  are  dealing  with  that,  vis-a-vis  people  being  hired,  for 
lack  of  a  better  term,  off  the  street,  I  guess  I  have  a  hard  time  see- 
ing what  the  problem  is.  Maybe  Ms.  Norton  would  reinforce  me  on 
this,  but 

Mr.  Klein.  Well,  we  think- 


Mr.  McCloskey.  And  how  long  is  this  study  going  to  take  and 
how  long  is  this  process  going  to  go  along  by  the  time  this  study 
is  done,  Mr.  Klein? 

Mr.  Klein.  We  think  we  cannot  only  do  a  study  but  have  a  pro- 
posed plan  within  6  months.  I  am  not  talking  about  feasibility. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  How  many  more  people  are  going  to  be  gone  in 
that  6-month  period? 

Mr.  Klein.  We  think  the  next  6  months,  the  primary  act  in  town 
is  going  to  be  the  buyout  legislation.  We  expect  40,000  to  50,000 
people  from  agencies  to  be  taking  buyouts  between  now  and  next 
March.  We  think  that  is  going  to  prevent  an  awful  lot  of  reductions 
in  force. 

We  think  by  our  new  automated  IPP  system  we  can  get  far  more 
placements  than  we  have  in  the  past.  For  example,  when  we  put 
the  new  system  into  place  in  May,  during  the  first  few  months  we 
received  nine  placements.  In  the  last  couple  of  months,  it  is  up  to 
45.  So  it  is  picking  up.  Agencies  are  getting  used  to  using  it.  We 
have  placed  335  people  through  the  DORS  Program  in  this  past 
year,  and  that  is  purely  voluntary. 

We  think  if  we  extend  that  to  our  agencies,  we  can  get  far  more 
placements.  And  by  the  way,  in  our  current  force  placement  pro- 
gram, we  have  made  50  placements,  but  there  have  been  204  offers 
and  150  of  those  have  been  turned  down  because  people  didn't 
want  to  work  for  a  certain  agency  or  they  didn't  wish  to  move  or 
they  didn't  like  the  job  they  were  offered. 

So  the  actual  number  of  legitimate  offers  have  been  204.  Cur- 
rently we  have  about  1,200  Defense  employees  on  our  force  place- 
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ment  program,  mandatory  placement  program,  1,200.  During  the 
past  year,  DOD  has  hired  10,000  people  from  outside  Government. 
These  people  obviously  are  not  able  to  be  placed  within  DOD.  Their 
placement  program  is  excellent,  it  is  internal,  but  they  can't  place 
some  of  these  people  that  are  in  skills  that  are  no  longer  needed 
within  Defense  that  are  not  needed  within  other  agencies  either. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Again,  and  I  appreciate  Ms.  Norton's  research 
on  this  and  her  expertise,  but  as  I  understand  it,  no  one  would  be 
placed  in  a  job  for  which  they  are  aren't  qualified.  I  mean,  no  one 
is  saying  this  is  absolute,  that  you  can't  hire  from  outside. 

Is  that  not  right,  Ms.  Norton? 

Mr.  Klein.  Yes,  we  try  to  match  up  the  candidates  with  the  va- 
cancies. Currently,  Federal  agencies  have  an  option  of  going  to 
other  sources. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  But  don't  you  feel  there  should  be  a  major  basic 
equity  concern  for  people  who  are  being  discharged  through  the 
Federal  payroll  now  through  no  fault  of  their  own? 

Mr.  Klein.  Yes,  but  our  belief  is  we  can  do  that  more  effectively 
than  closing  off  other  options  to  other  agencies.  For  example,  last 
year  we  hired  572  severely  disabled  employees.  They  would  be  a 
category  where  they  would  be  overridden  by  people  internally  being 
moved.  We  have  made  2,800  veteran  readjustment 

Mr.  McCloskey.  I  probably  have  on  a  numbers  rating  basis 
probably  the  most — I  am  not  talking  about  ability  or  commitments, 
but  on  numbers  and  votes — there  is  no  one  in  the  Congress  with 
more  of  a  procivil  rights,  prodisabled  record  than  I  have. 

I  wish  Ms.  Norton  would  get  in  this  dialogue  now.  I  am  just 
thinking  out  loud,  but  as  a  matter  of  basic  equity,  with  a  force  cut- 
back involving  loyal,  competent  employees,  should  these  people  not 
have  a  preference,  over  even  outside  people  who  are  deserving  of 
preferences?  I  mean,  there  is  only  so  much  any  institution  can  han- 
dle, but 

Mr.  Klein.  They  do  currently  have  an  absolute  preference  over 
external  hires  through  the  competitive  system.  The  only  exceptions 
are,  and  I  think  these  are  issues  we  need  to  look  at  carefully,  I 
might  run  through  a  bit  what  happens  when  we  send  a  referral  to 
an  agency.  The  agency  gets  the  referral  on  a  specific  position  from 
us. 

Now,  they  have  some  options.  They  can  take  that  referral  or  they 
can  go  to  one  of  the  noncompetitive  hiring  authorities.  Now,  let  me 
run  through  what  those  might  be.  They  can  promote  an  internal 
employee  to  that  position.  Of  course  that  opens  another  vacancy. 

They  can  transfer  a  current  Federal  employee  from  another 
agency.  That  produces  another  vacancy.  Now,  in  both  cases  these 
are  current  Federal  employees  so  they  meet  your  criteria.  If  they 
don't  find  that  useful,  they  can  hire  a  disabled  person,  severely  dis- 
abled, and  we  have  affirmative  action  programs  to  do  that.  We 
have  60,000  students  currently  working  with  us,  co-ops.  Half  of 
them  are  minority  students.  They  can  select  one  of  those  students 
through  a  noncompetitive  appointment  who  have  completed  their 
co-op  program. 

This  program  would  not  allow  that.  It  would  require  another 
Federal  employee  coming  from  another  agency.  We  look  at  our  stu- 
dent programs  as  being  one  of  our  key  elements  for  diversity.  There 
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are  others,  Ramstat  appointments,  congressional  staff  members 
who  have  lost  their  job  due  to  an  election.  They  would  be  able  to 
come  in. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Please  let  us  not  talk  in  those  terms. 

Mr.  Klein.  But  there  are  so  many  constituencies  here  that  we 
share  your  concern.  We  really  would  like  to  sit  down  and  look 
through  this  and  see  how  we  can  get  around  this. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  I  think,  I  have  talked  and  questioned  enough 
for  the  time  being.  I  think  you  see  the  concern  I  am  getting  at, 
knowing  I  will  get  your  sincere  cooperation. 

Mr.  Klein.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Klein, 
I  can  understand  the  importance  of  maintaining  flexibility,  and  as 
someone  who  ran  a  Government  agency  and  one  that  was  on  its 
knees  when  I  came,  I  understand  and  am  not  unsympathetic  with 
what  agencies  desire  when  it  comes  to  such  flexibility. 

I  do  want  to  just  say  for  the  record,  the  Chairman  made  a  pro- 
found point  before  he  got  to  speaking  about  disabled  people  and  mi- 
norities and  so  forth.  Mr.  Chairman,  your  words  were  to  the  effect, 
weren't  displaced  Federal  employees,  people  displaced  through  no 
fault  of  their  own  or  incompetence,  weren't  they  a  special  constitu- 
ency that  ought  to  be  put  on  an  even  par  with  special  constitu- 
encies that  are  not  now  employed  in  the  Government?  And  I  would 
urge  you  to  consider  that  these  are  Federal  employees;  to  consider 
the  shortfalls  in  the  Government's  own  approach  here. 

The  reason  I  put  the  questions  to  the  GAO  is  that  there  are  al- 
ready indications  that  the  failure  to  match  up  efficiency  goals  with 
downsizing  is  producing  all  kinds  of  harmful  results  in  the  agency. 
I  don't  know  what  the  Government  is  going  to  look  like  in  1999 
when  in  effect  we  have  used  an  opportunistic  number. 

If  that  is  not  the  case,  once  again,  I  invite  OPM  to  prove  that 
it  is  not  the  case.  But  you  were  never  able  to  show  it  before.  You 
were  never  able  to  show  in  the  slightest  a  relationship  between  ef- 
ficiency goals  and  what  would  happen  to  these  agencies,  and  so  it 
ought  to  be  with  some  humility  that  OPM  approaches  the  notion 
of  whether  people  ought  to  be  displaced,  put  out  the  door,  so  that 
the  agencies  can  have  the  flexibility  to  hire  whoever  they  want  to 
hire.  There  ought  to  be  some  humility  in  that,  and  I  don't  see  it 
from  DOD  and  I  would,  in  fact,  be  far  more  sympathetic  to  your 
testimony  were  we  at  least  dealing  with  efficiency. 

If  you  said,  well,  these  are  hard  decisions,  we  made  them,  we  are 
letting  these  employees  go  or  we  are  buying  them  out  and  letting 
them  go  because  we  are  trying  to  build  a  more  efficient  Govern- 
ment and  this  is  the  price  we  pay,  I  submit  to  you,  Mr.  Klein,  we 
are  paying  a  price  for  a  pig  in  a  poke. 

Nobody  knows  what  kind  of  Government  we  are  going  to  have 
after  this  is  over  and,  if  anything,  we  need  very  much  the  hearing 
we  are  going  to  have  tomorrow  so  that  we  begin  to  find  out  and 
catch  results  that  were  unintended  before  they  set  beyond  us. 

And  as  to  the  study  by  the  DOD,  the  chairman's  questions  were 
important  there.  I  wanted  to  ask  you  to  begin  the  study  tomorrow 
by  having  a  meeting  with  the  DOD  to  find  out  what  happened  in 
their  program  and  that  a  series  of  meetings  with  the  DOD  might 
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be  all  the  study  we  need.  I  can't  think  of  anything  better  than  hav- 
ing had  half  your  work  force  already  go  through  this. 

When  I  ran  EEOC  and  we  were  trying  to  put  in  place  entirely 
new  systems,  I  said  I  am  not  going  to  do  that  until  we  take  some 
parts  of  the  system  and  try  it  out  first  as  a  model.  And  so  I  tried 
it  out  with  three  model  offices  rather  than  going  to  every  office 
throughout  the  country. 

You  have  tried  it  out  with  half  the  work  force  and  still  you  want 
to  do  a  study.  I  am  not  sympathetic  to  you.  You  have  not  made  the 
case  yet.  Perhaps  you  can.  Your  placement  rate  does  not  give  me 
cause  for  confidence.  Especially  when  Ms.  Disney  tells  us  that  their 
recent  average  placement  rate  was  1,000  per  month  and  that  they 
have  placed  over  100,000  employees. 

Now,  we  are  talking  increases  from  9  to  45.  I  am  not  yet  im- 
pressed. I  hope  to  become  more  impressed. 

On  your  constituencies,  I  note  for  the  record,  you  mentioned  stu- 
dents as  one  of  them.  I  note  for  the  record  that  when  OPM,  one 
of  the  few  agencies  already  to  have  done  RIF's,  thank  you  very 
much — Mr.  Klein,  you  have  showed  us  a  model  of  RIF's  thus  far, 
when  OPM  RIF'd,  among  those  that  were  the  very  first  to  go  were 
students.  You  want  to  bring  in  some  more  students  to  replace  the 
students  that  you  RIF'd?  How  do  you  think  those  students  would 
feel?  You  RIF'd  students,  Mr.  Klein,  but  you  want  the  flexibility  to 
go  to  the  street  to  hire  some  more  students. 

Mr.  Klein,  that  is  unacceptable.  I  would  rather  you  to  have  re- 
tained those  students  who  had  begun  to  get  something  from  their 
experience  at  OPM.  What  you  are  proposing  does  not  strike  me  as 
a  rational  approach  or  anything  that  anybody  who  had  a  bottom 
line  and  invested  in  these  employees  and  had  to  sit  down  and  fig- 
ure out  how  much  they  had  invested  would  come  forward  with. 

Ms.  Disney,  after  testimony  that  touted  your  success  using  man- 
datory placement  with  half  the  Federal  work  force,  you  conclude 
with  an  oxymoron  which  says,  let  OPM  do  it  administratively.  Do 
what  administratively?  Are  you  saying  they  should  do  a  mandatory 
program  administratively? 

Ms.  Disney.  I  think  they  should  design  the  program  administra- 
tively. Part  of  DOD's  success  has  stemmed  from  the  fact  that  that 
is  within  one  single-purpose  kind  of  agency.  There  are  many  dif- 
ferent units  within  DOD,  but  it  is  all  DOD. 

When  we  look  at  the  rest  of  Federal  Government,  we  find  an  in- 
credible variety  of  agencies,  some  with  internal  placement  pro- 
grams, some  without  particularly  effective  programs  in  this  area, 
but  that  is  an  added  element  that  needs  to  be  factored  in  the  de- 
sign of  the  thing. 

I  don't  think  we  can  take  DOD's  experience  and  transfer  it  di- 
rectly to  the  other  agencies,  but  we  would  like  to  work  with  OPM 
and  some  of  the  other  agencies  to  help  them  over  the  rough  spots 
that  we  have  been  over.  We  have  had  29  years  to  get  some  of  our 
wrinkles  out  and  the  rest  of  the  Federal  agencies  are  not  nec- 
essarily at  the  same  point  as  we  are. 

Ms.  Norton.  In  those  29  years,  have  you  been  doing  mandatory 
placement  within  DOD? 

Ms.  Disney.  Yes,  ma'am.  Yes,  ma'am. 
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Ms.  Norton.  You  hear  that,  Mr.  Klein?  Almost  30  years  of  man- 
datory placement  within  DOD  for  OPM  to  draw. 

Mr.  Klein.  I  understand.  I  worked  for  DOD  for  22  of  those  years 
also. 

Ms.  Norton.  You  then  are  an  expert  in  this  matter  that  you 
have  come  before  us  with. 

Mr.  Klein.  I  might  point  out  though  that  the  DOD's  program,  to 
be  fair,  it  is  an  excellent  program  and  it  is  probably  better  than 
any  other  agency  program,  but  it  is  internal  to  DOD.  In  other 
words,  they  can  place  people  within  their  work  force  that  they  don't 
place  people  outside  the  work  force  through  the  PPP.  That  is  what 
we  are  talking  about  here. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Klein,  DOD  has  a  work  force  so  extraordinary 
in  the  diversity  of  its  positions  that  it  is  awesome  indeed.  You  are 
a  microcosm,  not  alone  of  the  Federal  Government,  but  the  work 
force  of  the  United  States  of  America,  with  everybody  from  blue 
collar  employees  to  the  kind  of  employees  you  find  at  HHS.  I  sub- 
mit to  you  once  again,  if  I  had  to  draw  a  model,  I  couldn't  find  one 
better  than  the  DOD. 

I  am  unimpressed  with  the  notion  that  it  is  internal  given  the 
diversity  of  jobs  to  be  found  in  the  DOD,  and  I  don't  understand 
the  reluctance  to  use  this  almost  30-year  experience  and  apply  it 
elsewhere. 

Just  let  me  say  for  the  record,  too,  I  am  tired  of  DOD  being  treat- 
ed differently  from  other  Federal  agencies.  It  is  often  the  case  that 
other  agencies  either  don't  get  to  do  what  DOD  does  or  doesn't  or 
DOD  gets  treated  in  one  way  and  its  employees  get  treated  in  one 
way. 

DOD  did  buyouts  long  before  other  people  did  buyouts  and  when 
other  people  were  doing  RIF's.  The  Federal  Government  has  got  to 
stop  that.  That  is  not  right.  DOD  employees  are  no  different,  no 
better,  no  worse  than  anyone  else,  and  OPM,  if  it  is  trying  to  build 
a  more  efficient  Government,  ought  to  be  trying  to  build  these 
agencies  together  and  not  keep  this  difference  that  I  don't  think 
can  be  rationalized.  I  don't  understand  how  it  came  in  the  first 
place,  but  it  is  not  right. 

Is  the  only  reason  that  you  think  a  mandatory  program  should 
be  in  DOD  and  not  in  the  rest  of  the  Government,  DOD  is  one 
large  agency?  Is  there  any  other  reason,  you  have  for  why  these 
two,  the  rest  of  the  Government,  ought  to  be  treated  differently 
from  DOD? 

Mr.  Klein.  I  think  one  of  our  reviews,  one  of  the  issues  in  our 
review  should  be  to  look  at  DOD's  priority  placement  program  and 
see  if  that  kind  of  program  could  be  used  in  other  agencies. 

Ms.  Norton.  Why  haven't  you  done  that?  Knowing  that  RIF's 
were  going  to  happen,  knowing  that  you  were  the  first  to  RIF  em- 
ployees, what  are  you  waiting  for?  You  have  RIF'ed  employees. 
Other  agencies,  somehow,  imagine  themselves,  at  least  they 
haven't  gotten  there  yet. 

What  are  you  waiting  for?  DOD  has  been  there  for  30  years 
doing  mandatory  placement  within  DOD,  which  is  to  say,  a  micro- 
cosm of  the  work  force  of  the  United  States  of  America? 

Mr.  Klein.  Well,  you  mentioned  OPM.  OPM  has  done  an  excel- 
lent job  of  placing  its  employees.  We  have  just  looked  at  the  num- 
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bers  and  people  who  were  RIF'ed  in  June.  We  have  now  had  a  ca- 
reer transition  of  89  percent  of  those  people  for  the  Washington, 
DC  area,  80  percent  nationally. 

So  these  people  have  found  other  work,  other  positions — through 
our  efforts  and  very  few  of  those  through  the  IPP  Program.  This 
is  our  transition  center  helping  them  prepare  resumes,  take  exams 
to  find  out  where  their  skills  are,  helping  them,  coaching  them  on 
presenting  themselves.  And  these  people  have  found  jobs  in  great 
numbers,  and  this  is  only  3  or  4  months. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  congratulate  you. 

Mr.  Klein.  They  are  still  on  severance  pay. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  congratulate  you  and  you  say  they  weren't  done 
from  the  IPP  Program.  Were  most  of  those  people  placed  outside 
of  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  Klein.  About  half  were  placed  inside  because  we  found  op- 
portunities for  them  and  they  sold  themselves  to  jobs  that  perhaps 
they  wouldn't  have  qualified  for  through  the  IPP  program. 

Ms.  Norton.  Half  were  placed  inside  and  half  were  placed  out- 
side. The  effort  it  took  to  do  it  is  much  to  be  complimented,  but  do 
you  recognize  that  the  Government's  investment  for  those  that 
were  placed  outside  has  gone  to  help  private  or  State  and  city  em- 
ployees who  are  now  out  there? 

Thank  you  very  much,  Uncle  Sam,  but  understand  that  those 
people  who  went  to  the  outside,  competing,  I  am  sure,  with  a  very 
competitive  work  force,  have  been  trained,  have  their  knowledge, 
have  much  of  their  experience  from  the  Federal  Government.  I,  for 
myself,  am  glad  to  see  them  find  jobs,  but  would  rather,  frankly, 
have  our  investment  reinvested  here. 

How  many  of  our  employees  does  OPM  anticipate  will  have  to  be 
RIF'd  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

Mr.  Klein.  We  have  been  unable  to  get  any  specific  numbers 
from  agencies.  GAO  mentioned  that  five  agencies,  I  believe,  have 
indicated  to  them  that  they  may  have  to  have  RIF's.  I  think  that 
is  contingent  on  how  well  this  buyout  effort  goes.  The  people  we 
have  talked  to  are  uncertain  at  this  point  as  to  how  effective  that 
might  be.  We  think  there  will  be  very  few. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  was  the  GAO  able  to  find  out  there  were  five 
agencies  who  say  they  will  be  RIF'd  and  you  don't  know  it  yet? 

Mr.  Klein.  The  GAO,  when  they  discuss  these  issues  with  agen- 
cies, do  that  on  the  basis  of  an  unofficial  inquiry.  We  have  been 
working  closely  with  agencies  and  trying  to  help  them  through  this 
effort,  to  develop  their  plans  to  inform  their  employees,  and  those 
issues  just  haven't  come  to  a  solid  conclusion  yet.  I  don't  think 
these  agencies  know  themselves  how  many  they  might  have  to  RIF. 

Ms.  Norton.  When  will  you  know? 

Mr.  Klein.  I  think  we  will  know  in  the  next  couple  of  months. 
We  expect  a  major  effort  in  the  buyout  business  to  be  in  October 
and  November.  I  think  that  is  going  to  tell  us  an  awful  lot  as  to 
how  successful  this  will  be. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Klein,  I  asked  when  will  you  know  and  what 
you  know  about  the  agencies.  Frankly,  based  on  our  experience 
dealing  with  OPM — the  chairman  may  remember  that  we  had  con- 
versations. 
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In  the  beginning  of  all  this  buyout  legislation,  we  had  OPM  in 
because  OPM  was  going  to  RIF  and  we  tried  our  best  to  see  if  there 
was  something  we  could  do  about  OPM's  RIF's,  and  it  turned  out 
there  was  not  a  lot  we  could  do,  and  that  there  were  planning  and 
management  implications  in  the  need  to  RIF,  and  we  understood 
the  fact  that  the  other  agencies  weren't  using  OPM,  but  it  did  seem 
that  OPM  suffered  from  advance  managing  problems  and  that  it 
was  at  least  a  contributing  cause  to  the  need  to  RIF. 

Therefore,  when  you  are  telling  me  you  don't  know  a  single  agen- 
cy that  is  going  to  RIF  or  you  all  have  just  talked  and  you  haven't 
gotten  to  that  subject,  you  can  imagine  that  I  am  a  little  nervous, 
given  the  experience  of  OPM  itself  with  RIF's. 

Mr.  Klein.  I  think  we  will  know  in  the  next  few  months  which 
agencies  will  need  a  RIF  and  how  much,  but  looking  at  the  num- 
bers, the  272,900,  whatever  that  number  is,  so  far  80,000  of  that 
has  been  achieved  and  we  expect  another  40  or  50  with  the 
buyouts.  That  would  leave  about  140,000  for  the  next  5  years. 

If  attrition  runs  at  5  percent,  it  will  be  five  times  that  number. 
So  we  are  hoping  that  with  the  buyout,  that  we  have  been  able  to, 
with  your  assistance,  pass  that  bill.  We  think  we  can  avoid  RIF's 
to  the  maximum  extent,  perhaps  except  for  DOD  and  their  base 
closing. 

Ms.  Norton.  You  think  we  may  avoid  RIF's  altogether? 

Mr.  Klein.  I  hope  so.  That  is  our  hope. 

Ms.  Norton.  Is  OPM  prepared  to  recommend  more  buyout  au- 
thority if  needed  to  avoid  RIF's? 

Mr.  Klein.  Not  at  this  point.  We  think  the  buyout — if  we  keep 
the  buyout  targeted  for  May — I  am  sorry,  for  March  31,  we  will 
have  a  maximum  number  of  takers  by  that  time  and  additional 
buyouts  will  be  unneeded. 

Ms.  Norton.  Should  RIF's  become  necessary,  would  OPM  prefer 
to  see  buyouts? 

Mr.  Klein.  Probably. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  other  questions, 
but  I  would  like  to  move  on  to  the 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Norton. 

Mrs.  Morella,  welcome  again. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  want  to  thank  Congress- 
woman  Norton  for  introducing  this  bill.  I  think  it  is  important  that 
we  look  at  what  we  can  do  for  establishing  a  plan.  I  think  the  bill 
does  deserve  attention  and  Federal  employees  would  certainly  feel 
more  secure  and  confident  if  we  had  legislation  like  this  in  place. 

Also,  some  of  the  questions  I  would  like  to  ask  you  may  not  be 
entirely  on  placement  of  RIF'd  employees,  but  also  about  RIF's, 
downsizing,  et  cetera.  Many  of  them  come  from  my  conversations 
with  constituents  about  questions  they  have  and  I  do  also. 

For  instance,  in  October  1993,  OPM  director  Jim  King  was 
quoted  as  saying,  "The  tree  of  Government  will  be  pruned.  I  sus- 
pect both  deadwood  and  live  will  fall  to  the  base,  but  we  are  prun- 
ing the  entire  orchard  to  have  a  better  crop  next  year." 

Indeed,  in  OPM  this  has  been  done  both  by  buyouts  and  by 
RIF's,  and  I  understand  that  in  the  most  part,  buyouts  are  more 
cost  effective  than  RIF's.  We  have  had  that  discussion.  Tomorrow 
we  will  see  how  the  buyout  situation  is  working. 
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The  investigative  staff,  generally  employees  of  lower  grade  and 
less  years  in  service,  were  RIF'd.  What  was  the  reason  that  they 
weren't  offered  buyouts  first?  Under  the  scenario  of  H.R.  4719, 
doesn't  it  obligate  the  Government  to  find  these  people  other  jobs? 
And  I  just  wondered,  were  you  able  to  place  these  employees?  How 
many?  And,  where  were  they  placed? 

Mr.  Klein.  Yes.  In  fact,  I  have  some  data  on  the  number  of  the 
investigators  we  have  been  able  to  place.  Of  course,  these  were 
mainly  young  people  who  had  very  little  seniority  and  very  little 
severance  pay  so  that  the  buyout,  being  the  lesser  of  severance  pay 
or  $25,000,  would  have  provided  very  little  for  them. 

Mrs.  Morella.  The  RIF  was  less  expensive. 

Mr.  Klein.  I  think  most  of  them  would  have  preferred  to  find  an- 
other position  rather  than  taking  the  buyout,  which  would  have 
prevented  them  from  coming  back  into  the  Federal  service.  But 
some  of  the  numbers  here — among  our  investigators,  we  have  had 
an  89  percent  placement  rate  in  the  Washington  area.  Four  have 
not  yet  been  placed;  32  have.  I  don't  have  the  nationwide  figures, 
but  it  is  similar.  It  is  about  80  percent  placement.  We  were  fortu- 
nate. These  were  bright  young  people  who  were  sought  after  by 
other  agencies. 

I  think  you  have  all  made  that  point  that  the  kind  of  people  we 
want  to  keep  in  the  Federal  service,  and  they  have  been,  by  and 
large,  these  types  of  people,  picked  up  by  other  agencies  or  State 
governments  or  what  have  you.  So  we  have  been  pleased  with  that 
effort. 

Mrs.  Morella.  So  you  have  been  able  to  place  80  percent? 

Mr.  Klein.  Eighty-nine  percent  in  4  months. 

Mrs.  Morella.  And  some  in  State  Government,  others  in  other 
areas? 

Mr.  Klein.  In  fact,  the  people  that  were  just  given  RIF  notices 
in  the  last  month,  there  was  a  second  round,  already  about  70  per- 
cent of  those  have  been  placed.  So  we  are  moving  very  rapidly.  We 
have  one  counselor  for  every  10  employees  to  help  them  prepare 
their  resumes,  coach  them,  show  them  how  to  present  themselves, 
how  to  find  these  jobs. 

We  have  an  excellent  job  bank  now  that  we  have  been  working 
on  for  the  last  year  that  presents  all  the  jobs  in  the  Federal  service. 
We  are  now  working  with  State  governments  to  get  their  jobs  in 
there  so  we  can  have  a  wide  variety  of  positions  available  for  our 
people. 

Mrs.  Morella.  It  would  be  very  helpful  if  you  continue  to  update 
us  on  those  statistics  as  you  move  along. 

Mr.  Klein.  I  will. 

Mrs.  Morella.  And  also,  GAO  when  they  presented  their  testi- 
mony in  the  first  panel,  stated  that  according  to  OPM,  between  the 
interagency  placement  program's  inception  and  September  16  of 
this  year,  from  an  inventory  of  2,729  registrants,  agencies  made 
204  job  offers,  resulting  in  154  declinations,  declines,  and  50  place- 
ments. 

Mr.  Klein.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Now,  that  sounds  like  it  might  have  been  a  pret- 
ty expensive   proposition.   Was   that  disappointing  to  you?  How 
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many  hours  would  it  take  to  place  those  50  employees?  I  am  curi- 
ous about  what  the  bottom-line  cost  is. 

Mr.  Klein.  It  is  a  dilemma.  It  is  one  I  have  been  concerned  about 
for  some  time  in  that  we  run  two  programs  concurrently.  We  run 
the  Defense  Outplacement  Referral  System  with  DOD,  and  that  is 
a  voluntary  system  and  we  get  very  high  placement  rates  because 
we  present  them  to  agencies  saying,  here  are  excellent  people, 
would  you  like  to  employ  one  of  them?  And  they  do.  They  do,  and 
in  large  numbers,  335  compared  to  50  placements  with  a  forced 
placement  program,  and  that  tells  me  something  about  human  psy- 
chology. 

People  who  grew  up  in  a  bureaucratic  structure  can  find  ways 
around  things  no  matter  what  we  do.  If  we  present  them  with  good 
people,  they  tend  to  hire  them. 

I  think  what  we  need  to  do  is  look  at  the  combination  of  these 
two  systems  and  spread  them  as  far  as  we  can,  make  them  as  effi- 
cient as  we  can  to  get  the  majority  of  our  people  placed.  I  don't 
know  whether  that  is  going  to  be  forced  or  voluntary.  I  am  open 
on  that,  but  I  think  we  really  need  to  get  the  players  together  and 
look  at  that  and  see  what  we  might  do  most  efficiently  and  present 
a  plan  that  we  think  will  work. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  You  can't  be  happy  with  those  statistics  though 
at  this  point. 

Mr.  Klein.  I  am  not  happy  particularly  with  the  150  declina- 
tions. We  have  made  the  offers. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  With  your  range  and 

Mr.  Klein.  One  of  the  difficulties  with  our  current  list  of  people 
on  our  IPP  Program  is  that  over  half  of  them  are  blue  collar.  Those 
are  just  not  occupations  available  in  other  agencies. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Again,  we  can  question  some  of  that,  but  going 
on  to  another  question  too.  It  appears  that  the  DOD,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  has  been  quite  successful,  as  we  mentioned,  in 
their  downsizing  of  the  agency  and  the  placement  of  displaced  em- 
ployees. 

Didn't  DOD  first  offer  buyouts  and  then  resort  to  RIF's?  I  won- 
dered, is  OPM  planning  more  buyouts?  Will  buyouts  be  offered 
prior  to  RIF's?  I  am  also  curious  about  what  the  OPM  budget  for 
buyouts  is  for  1994  and  how  much  is  remaining. 

Mr.  Klein.  Are  you  speaking  of  OPM  as  an  agency  or 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Right. 

Mr.  Klein.  As  an  agency,  yes,  we  are  now  accepting  buyouts, 
buyout  applications  from  our  employees,  and  we  have  tried  to  man- 
age that  so  that  we  are  not  losing  people  in  programs  that  are  con- 
tinuing or  expanding. 

For  example,  they  are  not  being  offered  to  employees  in  our  re- 
tirement claims  area  because  that  work  is  growing,  as  you  might 
imagine  with  the  buyouts  and  the  work  that  is  going  on  in  Govern- 
ment today.  In  the  hiring  and  placement  and  downsizing  business, 
my  area,  my  employees  are  not  offered  buyouts  because  we  need 
them  all. 

In  other  programs,  they  are  being  offered.  I  believe  that  the  cur- 
rent budget  for  buyouts  at  the  end  of  this  year  is  $500,000  for  fiscal 
1994.  I  am  not  aware  of  what  it  is  for  1995. 

84-136  95-3 
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Mrs.  MORELLA.  Will  you  have  any  left  of  that  and  can  it  be  used, 
or  what  do  you  do? 

Mr.  Klein.  Yes.  We  are  accepting  all  the  employees  in  occupa- 
tions we  have  identified  as  being  occupations  where  we  could  use 
some  fewer  people,  but  we  are  not  offering  it  in  areas  where  we  be- 
lieve we  are  stable  or  growing. 

I  think  that  is  the  kind  of  thing  we  want  agencies  to  do,  to  use 
some  judgment  in  where  they  offer  these  so  that  we  don't  lose  em- 
ployees in  critical  areas  and  then  need  to  go  out  and  rehire  after 
we  have  paid  $25,000  in  retirement  annuities  to  people  who  leave. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  If  money  is  left  at  the  end  of  1994,  can  it  apply 
to  buyouts  for  1995? 

Mr.  Klein.  No.  Appropriated  monies  not  used  in  1994  lapse  so 
they  would  not  be  available  for  1995. 

Mrs.  Morella.  So  it  would  lapse? 

Mr.  Klein.  But  I  don't  think  that  is  a  concern  in  OPM  at  this 
point,  the  number  of  dollars  to  use  for  our  own  internal  buyouts. 
I  think  we  can  pay  for  the  buyouts  that  employees  wish  to  take. 

Mrs.  Morella.  How  much  did  the  RIF's  cost  OPM? 

Mr.  Klein.  I  am  not  aware  of  that  figure.  I  can  provide  that  to 
you. 

Mrs.  Morella.  That  would  be  very  helpful. 

I  was  looking  at  and  juggling  a  lot  of  pages  over  here;  the  fact 
is  that  we  have  the  Federal  Job  Opportunities  Listing  [FJOL],  and 
I  noted  one  where — the  listing  came  out  on  August  29,  and  it  is  for 
a  specialist.  I  think  the  range  of  time  was  like  1  week,  from  August 
17  to  August  30.  Now,  if  this  comes  out  on  August  29,  on  August 
17  to  August  30,  that  is  actually  only  one  example. 

Mr.  Klein.  We  update  them  every  night  so  they  are  available  on 
our  telephone  systems  and  our  computer  bulletin  boards  to  all  em- 
ployees daily  so  that  any  employee  who  finds  out  about  a  position 
can  apply  immediately  by  giving  us  a  call. 

Mrs.  Morella.  They  would  have  to  find  out  from  giving  you  a 
call  because  obviously  this  is  not  going  to  be  helping  them  in  terms 
of  lack  of  timeliness. 

Mr.  Klein.  We  are  trying — actually  a  piece  of  paper  is  not  a  very 
efficient  way  to  inform  people,  we  found.  It  is  just  the  distribution 
of  that  paper  takes  weeks  throughout  the  bureaucracy,  and  we  are 
trying  to  move  to  electronic  means  so  that  people  can  pick  up  the 
phone  at  their  desk  and  find  out  about  where  the  positions  are  in 
Government  and  hopefully  outside  Government,  if  we  get  to  that 
point. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Do  they  know  that  now? 

Mr.  Klein.  We  have  given  them  an  awful  lot  of  publicity;  yes,  we 
have. 

Mrs.  Morella.  I  have  other  questions.  We  will  submit  them  to 
you  for  responses  dealing  with  this  and  some  peripheral  concerns. 
Thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton  [presiding].  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Morella. 

Mr.  Klein,  you  indicate  in  your  testimony,  and  I  am  reading  now, 
OPM  will  go  further  than  this  study  and  propose  an  implementa- 
tion plan  for  the  optimum  interagency  placement  program. 

Mr.  Klein.  Yes,  ma'am. 
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Ms.  Norton.  That  would  seem  to  indicate  that  you  think  such 
a  program  is  appropriate. 

Mr.  Klein.  Yes.  We  believe  that  the  current  group  of  systems  we 
have  for  job  information,  voluntary  systems,  mandatory  systems, 
are  not  as  efficient  as  they  might  be,  and  I  think  we  really  need 
to  look  at  that  whole  plethora  of  programs  and  systems  and  say 
how  can  we  pull  this  together  to  make  it  as  absolutely  efficient  as 
possible. 

I  have  an  absolutely  open  mind  as  to  whether  this  would  be  man- 
datory or  voluntary  or  some  other  system,  but  I  think  we  need  to 
come  up  with  more  than  just  a  feasibility  plan  of  saying,  here  is 
the  plan  we  think  will  work  best. 

Ms.  Norton.  Well  now,  in  other  words,  you  are  talking  about  an 
optimum  interagency  placement  plan 

Mr.  Klein.  That  is  correct. 

Ms.  Norton  [continuing].  Implementation  without  regard  to 
whether  it  is  mandatory  or  not? 

Mr.  Klein.  That  is  correct.  Yes,  I  am  open  on  that. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  was  the  breakdown  of  the  OPM  RIFs  by  race 
and  sex,  disability,  and  students? 

Mr.  Klein.  I  am  not  sure  I  have  this  information  with  me.  I  can 
provide  that  to  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  appreciate  it. 

[The  information  referred  to  follows:] 
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Office  of  Personnel  Management  Reduction-ln-Force:  May.  1994 

Sex 

Women:  61.1% 

Men:  38.9% 

Race 

American  Indian: 

Women:  .3% 

Asian  Pacific  Islanders: 
Women:  1.0% 
Men:  .5% 

Black: 

Women:  13.4% 
Men:  4.7% 

Hispanic: 
Women:  3.4% 
Men:  3.2% 

White: 

Women:  43.0% 
Men:  30.5% 

Office  of  Personnel  Management  Reduction-ln-Force:  September.  1994 

Sex 

Women:  67.3% 

Men:  32.7% 

Race 

American  Indian: 

Men:  1.7% 

Asian  Pacific  Islander: 
Women:  5.2% 

Black: 

Women:  50.0% 
Men:  17.2% 

Hispanic: 
Men:  1.7% 

White: 

Women:  12.1% 
Men:  12.1% 
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Ms.  Norton.  What  do  you  make  of  Ms.  Disney's  testimony  that 
99  percent  of  the  DOD  supervisors  that  were  satisfied — that  is  99 
percent  now — said  that  they  were  satisfied  with  their  mandatory 
placements  and  that  89  percent  reported  that  the  employees  placed 
with  the  program  were  better  qualified  than  employees  referred 
from  outside  sources?  What  do  you  make  of  those  figures,  Mr. 
Klein? 

Mr.  Klein.  That  doesn't  surprise  me  at  all.  I  would  expect  that. 
As  you  mentioned,  DOD  has  excellent  employees.  They  have  people 
who  know  their  systems. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  about  the  rest  of  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  Klein.  I  think  the  same  would  be  said  by  other  agencies  in 
terms  of  placing  their  own  employees  internally.  I  am  not  sure 
what  either  of  these  groups  of  agencies  would  say,  but  I  would  as- 
sume it  would  be  fairly  positive,  about  employees  coming  in  from 
other  agencies. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Klein,  let's  get  this  straight  once  and  for  all. 
The  DOD  is  not  an  agency  located  someplace. 

Mr.  Klein.  They  are  all  over  the  Nation. 

Ms.  Norton.  The  DOD  are  hundreds  of  facilities  located 
throughout  the  United  States.  For  all  intents  and  purposes,  the 
DOD  is  like  a  multinational  company  with  facilities  in  many  juris- 
dictions. So  that  when  you  say  that  they  are  placing  their  own  em- 
ployees, you  are  really  talking  about  a  fix.  There  is  no  relationship 
between  a  supervisor  who  hires  somebody  in  one  of  your  facilities 
and  a  supervisor  who  hires  somebody  in  another  facility  someplace 
else.  They  don't  meet  together.  Their  facilities  may  have  very  dif- 
ferent cultures. 

I  don't  know  what  you  are  talking  about  when  you  continue  to 
offer  testimony  as  if  DOD  was  somehow  located  someplace  and 
these  employees  simply  got  exchanged  within  this  place.  You  know 
that  is  not  the  case,  and  I  don't  understand  the  distinction;  there- 
fore, you  are  drawing  between  DOD  employees  and  the  employees 
of  the  rest  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  I  would  like  you  to  ex- 
plain that  distinction,  because  I  see  no  distinction  between  a  com- 
puter operator  that  goes  from  the  EEOC  to  the  HHS  and  a  com- 
puter operator  that  goes  from  one  facility  of  DOD  to  another  facil- 
ity of  DOD.  I  want  you  to  tell  me  why  those  four  employees  I  have 
named  are  not  exactly  in  the  same  position. 

Mr.  Klein.  I  think  it  is  a  mixture.  You  know,  there  are  certainly 
occupations  that  are  what  we  call  common  occupations  among 
agencies,  and  you  hit  on  one,  computer  specialist.  Another  one 
might  be  personnel  specialist  or  finance  people.  They  certainly 
would  be  very  fungible  across  agencies. 

There  are  other  programs,  and  I  think  they  are  probably  the  ma- 
jority of  employees  in  most  agencies  that  are  working  in  their  pro- 
gram areas.  For  example,  if  someone  who  worked  with  the  supply 
system  of  the  Defense  Department  was  moving  to  another  base  and 
knew  their  system,  they  could  pick  up  on  that  far  more  readily 
than  they  could  if  they  moved  to  OPM  or  HHS  or  another  agency 
where  we  don't  have  a  similar  structure. 

So  I  think  it  is  more  of  a  cultural  thing  that  people  can  accommo- 
date to  the  organization  and  the  function  within  a  large  agency 
more  rapidly  than  they  can  in  another  agency  that  has  an  entirely 
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different  kind  of  culture.  I  think  that  is  probably  what  is  working 
there,  although 

Ms.  Norton.  I  think  you  are  talking  from  no  evidence,  Mr.  Klein, 
and  its  notion  about  cultures  and  the  rest  of  it  is  very  bothersome, 
frankly.  This  is  one  civil  service. 

Some  people  in  the  civil  service  work  for  OPM.  Some  people  in 
the  civil  service  work  for  DOD,  and  these  distinctions,  without  evi- 
dence about  culture,  I  don't  know  what  in  the  world  that  suggests 
it  is  not  one  civil  service  and  we  shouldn't  treat  it  as  one  civil  serv- 
ice is  very,  very  troubling  to  hear. 

Mr.  Klein.  I  am  speaking  from  personal  experience.  I  spent  22 
years  with  Defense  in  eight  of  their  facilities  and  I  have  been  with 
OPM  for  8  years. 

Ms.  Norton.  How  long  did  you  spend  with  other  Federal  agen- 
cies with  which  you  are  comparing  the  DOD  agencies?  I  mean, 
what  do  you  know  about  the  HHS  and  the  EEOC  and  the  State  De- 
partment that  makes  you  think  that  they  are  not  fungible  in  the 
same  way  that  facilities  within  DOD  would  be  fungible? 

Mr.  Klein.  I  haven't  worked  for  other  agencies.  I  worked  for  a 
State  government,  but  I  saw  vast  differences  there  also. 

Ms.  Norton.  All  I  am  asking  is  that  to  the  extent  that  we  are 
drawing  these  distinctions,  that  they  be  documented. 

You  say  in  your  testimony  that  some  of  what  needs  to  be  done 
could  be  done  administratively  and  other  things  that  need  to  be 
done  would  require  statutory  changes. 

Would  you  tell  us  what  kinds  of  things  you  have  in  mind  in  those 
two  categories? 

Mr.  Klein.  I  believe — I  haven't  gone  through  the  legal  review  on 
this,  but  I  believe  most  of  it  can  be  done  administratively,  as  Dr. 
Disney  mentioned.  There  may  be  some  things  that  we  could  do  that 
we  would  need  statute  for.  For  example,  DOD  has  recently  had  ap- 
proved an  incentive  to  place  people  in  the  private  sector.  Perhaps 
an  incentive  to  move  people  within  the  Government  would  have 
some  utility  for  us. 

I  am  not  sure  what  our  statutory  authority  would  be  to  prevent 
an  agency  from  promoting  a  person  internally  to  take  someone 
from  outside.  I  want  to  explore  that  and  make  sure  we  are  on  solid 
ground  there. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Klein,  does  OPM  have  any  information  or  data 
showing  the  average  cost  of  recruiting,  hiring,  and  training  a  new 
employee,  or  for  that  matter,  the  cost  that  would  be  avoided  by  the 
placement  of  a  displaced  employee  with  the  requisite  skills  in  an 
agency  or  in  another  agency? 

Mr.  Klein.  I  am  sure  we  have  that  data  somewhere.  I  don't  have 
it  with  me,  and  I  can  provide  that,  but  many  of  the  noncompetitive 
appointing  authorities  that  currently  exist  in  our  system  are  very 
inexpensive  to  utilize. 

In  other  words,  if  you  have  a  student  working  with  you  to  con- 
vert them  to  a  permanent  appointment,  it  costs  very  little.  Or  if 
someone  is  a  veteran  coming  in  through  an  accepted  appointing  au- 
thority, there  is  very  little  process  that  has  to  go  through  to  bring 
that  veteran  on  board. 

Outside  recruiting  to  the  colleges  is  expensive.  Certain  kinds  of 
recruiting  like  that  sure  can  be  expensive.  But  most  of  the  excep- 
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tions  to  this  program  are  frankly  interagency  transfers  or  merit 
promotions,  and  they  cost  no  more  than  moving  someone  in  from 
another  agency  on  an  IPP. 

Ms.  Norton.  The  reason  I  am  interested,  and  I  appreciate  that 
you  said  you  would  give  us  this  information,  you  are  aware,  of 
course,  that  apparently  the  major  reason  we  are  doing  the 
downsizing  is  deficit  reduction. 

Therefore,  it  is  important  to  keep  track  of  all  costs.  We  would  not 
like  hidden  costs  to  come  in  here  because  we  didn't,  for  example 
that  we  were  using  a  system  that  we  got  rid  of  an  employee  and 
that  cost  us  more  than  if  we  had  used  another  system. 

For  example,  we  have  just — in  the  District  of  Columbia,  which 
has  a  budget  crisis,  the  District  has  finally  decided  to  look  at  the 
Federal  Government  which  lives  right  here  and  to  use  buyouts,  but 
in  figuring  the  buyouts,  the  District  has  not  at  least  initially  taken 
into  account  what  OPM  took  into  account  and  what  applies  even 
more  so  to  the  District,  and  that  is  that  many  of  the  people  they 
are  buying  out  are  retirees  and  they  have  a  pay-as-you-go  retire- 
ment plan,  and  with  a  pay-as-you-go  retirement  plan,  they  literally 
are  transferring  significant  costs  on  an  annual  basis,  and  so  they 
are  not  saving  the  kind  of  money  that  they  have  told  us  that  they 
are  saving. 

In  the  same  way,  if  we  decide  that  we  are  going  to  allow  new 
hires  to  be  considered  on  an  absolutely  equal  basis  with  people  in 
whom  we  have  invested,  surely  we  have  an  obligation  when  we  are 
doing  this  for  deficit  reduction  in  the  first  place,  to  figure  if  it  is 
going  to  cost  us  more  one  way  or  the  other. 

So  I  would  ask  for  those  figures.  I  appreciate  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Klein.  That  is  certainly  something  we  ought  to  build  into 
our  study  too,  that  perhaps  we  can  do  some  educating  among  agen- 
cies of  the  cost  of  hiring  people  from  various  sources,  and  I  think 
that  could  go  a  long  way  to  making  the  program  more  efficient  also. 

Ms.  Norton.  Not  to  worry  about  your  study.  Just  ask  DOD. 

On  agencies'  voluntary  programs,  or  at  least  your  own  voluntary 
program  that  is  being  used,  when  an  agency  rejects  an  employee. 
Who  reviews — who,  if  anyone,  reviews  that? 

Mr.  Klein.  They  need  to  come  in  to  one  of  our  OPM  offices  and 
explain  what  the  difficulty  is  before  they  can  do  that. 

Ms.  Norton.  Under  what  criteria  are  rejections  reviewed? 

Mr.  Klein.  Most  of  them  involve  specific  experience  require- 
ments for  the  position.  For  example,  if  we  refer  a  civil  engineer 
who  is  building  buildings  in  Department  A  and  the  civil  engineer- 
ing position  in  the  Interior  Department  involved  constructing 
dams,  they  can  make  a  case  that  this  person  does  not,  even  though 
they  are  a  civil  engineer,  does  not  have  that  kind  of  background 
and  they  could  not  use  them  in  that  position.  But  that  is  the  kind 
of  thing  they  need  to  tell  us. 

Ms.  Norton.  Has  OPM  ever  challenged  an  agency's  rejection  on 
behalf  of  a  qualified  displaced  employee? 

Mr.  Klein.  Yes.  Yes,  we  have. 

Ms.  Norton.  Can  you  tell  us  about  that?  Give  us  an  example 
and  with  what  results?  What  happened  when  you  did  that? 
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Mr.  Klein.  I  don't  know  of  a  specific  case  that  I  can  describe  to 
you,  but  the  kind  of  thing  we  would  do  is  perhaps  say,  we  don't 
agree  with  your  judgment  that  this  person  couldn't  do  this  job. 

We  see  in  their  background  that  they  have  had  experience  like 
that.  We  believe  they  meet  your  criteria,  so  therefore,  you  can't  get 
off  the  hook.  You  must  employ  the  individual. 

Ms.  Norton.  Then  you  require  the  person  to  be  employed? 

Mr.  Klein.  That  is  correct. 

Ms.  Norton.  This  is  relatively  rare? 

Mr.  Klein.  Relatively  rare. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  would  think  so,  given  the  testimony  of  Ms.  Dis- 
ney. People  seem  to  find  people  who,  if  I  may  say  so,  know  the  cul- 
ture because  they  work  for  the  Federal  Government;  know  how  it 
operates. 

It  may  account  for  why  the  DOD  experience  has  been  so  extraor- 
dinary. I  must  say,  on  this  committee  we  seldom  get  99  percent  fig- 
ures or  even  89  percent  figures  of  the  kind  she  offered. 

Again,  the  rest  of  the  Government  has  much  to  learn  from  DOD 
who  has  had  long  experience  in  this,  and  for  that  matter,  a  number 
of  other  matters  that  are  now  being  applied  to  the  rest  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

I  have  no  further  questions.  I  want  to  thank  both  of  you  for  real- 
ly quite  indispensable  testimony.  I  also  don't  have  to  go  to  the  next 
vote.  It  is  on  final  passage  where  I  cannot  vote  on  final  passage. 

STATEMENTS  OF  ROBERT  M.  TOBIAS,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
TREASURY  EMPLOYEES  UNION  AND  CHRIS  SULLP^AN,  LEG- 
ISLATIVE DHtECTOR,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  GOVERN- 
MENT EMPLOYEES 

Ms.  Norton.  I  would  like  to  call  panel  three,  Mr.  Robert  Tobias, 
president  of  the  National  Treasury  Employees  Union,  and  Mr. 
Chris  Sullivan,  legislative  director  of  the  National  Association  of 
Government  Employees.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Tobias,  good  morning. 

Mr.  Tobias.  Good  morning.  On  behalf  of  NTEU,  I  want  to  thank 
you  and  the  committee  for  holding  this  extremely  important  hear- 
ing. We,  along  with  you,  are  very  concerned  about  the  need  for  and 
consequences  of  an  interagency  placement  program. 

As  has  been  pointed  out,  the  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring 
Act  of  1994  mandates  a  reduction  of  272,900  employees  by  1999. 
We  believe  that  attrition  and  buyouts  will  cover  many  of  the  posi- 
tions, but  as  you  pointed  out  to  the  prior  panel  and  to  the  prior  wit- 
nesses, OPM  has  already  used  RIFs  and  other  agencies  are  con- 
templating the  use  of  RIFs.  Therefore,  the  question  is  whether  this 
talent  and  ability  will  be  lost  to  the  Federal  Government  and  to 
those  taxpayers  who  have  funded  these  employees  over  a  period  of 
time,  or  whether  it  will  be  utilized. 

We  believe  that  the  OPM  program  that  has  already  been  created 
does  not  require  selections,  and  as  such,  is  seriously  deficient.  The 
evidence  is  that  few  employees  are  placed  with  this  kind  of  a  pro- 
gram. 

Now,  the  critical  difference  with  H.R.  4719  is  that  a  displaced 
employee  would  be  hired  if  the  agency  first  attempts  to  fill  the  po- 
sition with  an  internal  placement,  the  employee  is  well  qualified, 
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the  classifications  are  similar,  and  it  is  within  the  commuting  area. 
All  agencies  would  participate  and  all  agencies  would  select  using 
the  criteria  in  the  statute. 

This  approach  would  provide  protection,  would  provide  real  pro- 
tection to  external  agency  candidates,  but  we  are  also  concerned 
about  qualified  internal  candidates  who  are  not  selected.  For  exam- 
ple, at  the  Financial  Management  Service,  which  is  closing  an  of- 
fice in  Washington,  DC  affecting  about  125  employees,  we  have  ne- 
gotiated and  created  an  elaborate  procedure  for  evaluating  and  con- 
sidering adversely  impacted  employees,  yet  there  is  no  real  obliga- 
tion to  select  employees  on  a  best  qualified  list  for  vacancies  in 
other  parts  of  the  agency. 

H.R.  4719  would  allow  FMS  to  fill  vacancies  with  well-qualified 
employees  from  another  agency,  but  reject  best  qualified  employees 
within  FMS.  We  urge  that  the  bill  we  amend  today  require  the 
agencies  to  select  well-qualified  internal  applicants  and  then  turn 
its  attention  to  well-qualified  displaced  employees  from  anywhere 
else  in  the  Federal  Government  before  considering  external  can- 
didates. 

We  think  this  kind  of  an  amendment  is  consistent  with  the 
thrust,  and  that  is  to  utilize  the  employee  skills  and  abilities  in  lo- 
cations and  within  a  culture  which  can  best  advance  the  needs  of 
the  agency  and  the  public. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Tobias. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Robert  M.  Tobias  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Robert  M.  Tobias,  President,  National  Treasury 

Employees  Union 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  this  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  holding  this  im- 
portant hearing  on  H.R.  4719,  a  bill  to  establish  an  interagency  placement  program 
for  Federal  employees  affected  by  reductions  in  force.  As  the  exclusive  representa- 
tive for  150,000  federal  employees  nationwide,  NTEU  is  very  concerned  with  the 
need  for  and  consequences  of  an  interagency  placement  program. 

The  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994  (P.L.  103-226),  requires  that 
Federal  full  time  equivalent  employment  be  reduced  by  272,900  employees  by  1999. 
Although  many  of  these  reductions  will  take  place  through  buy-outs,  it  is  generally 
accepted  that  reduction-in-force  may  be  an  unpleasant  reality  in  many  of  our  agen- 
cies. Therefore,  the  question  to  be  addressed  is  how  we  can  best  accommodate  these 
displaced  employees  so  that  they  can  continue  to  use  their  valued  experience  and 
talent  in  the  federal  sector. 

It  is  fairly  evident  that  the  current  Office  of  Personnel  Management  program  for 
displaced  federal  employees  and  recent  legislative  attempts  on  behalf  of  displaced 
federal  employees  fall  short  of  ensuring  that  these  employees'  talents  are  being  uti- 
lized in  the  federal  government.  The  Office  of  Personnel  Management  recently  im- 
plemented a  new  placement  program,  Interagency  Placement  Program  (IPP).  This 
program  is  available  to  employees  who  have  received  a  reduction  in  force  notice  or 
have  been  separated  from  their  positions.  An  employee  who  is  part  of  the  Inter- 
agency Placement  Program  will  receive  employment  consideration  ahead  of  appli- 
cants who  have  never  held  a  Federal  position  when  a  federal  agency  seeks  to  fill 
a  vacancy  by  competitive  appointment.  Employees  will  be  referred  to  vacancies  for 
which  they  qualify  at  or  below  the  grade  from  which  they  were  separated.  However, 
an  agency  has  no  obligation  to  hire  an  employee  as  part  of  this  program  even  if  that 
agency  deems  the  employee  to  be  qualified. 

Similar  programs  in  the  past  have  failed.  On  May  6,  1992,  Mr.  Bernard  L.  Unger, 
Director,  Federal  Human  Resource  Management  Issues,  at  the  General  Accounting 
Office  (GAO)  testified  at  a  joint  hearing  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  and 
Employee  Benefits  and  the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  that  federal  job 
placement  programs  were  "not  placing  a  high  proportion  of  registrants  in  Jobs."  In 
fiscal  year  1991,  DOD's  Priority  Placement  Program  (PPP)  placed  5,747  or  23%  of 
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participating  employees.  In  the  same  fiscal  year,  OPM  reported  placing  only  58  of 
over  4,000  registrants. 

Although  OPM  has  since  launched  a  new  placement  program,  one  essential  ingre- 
dient remains  consistent  which  may  very  likely  result  in  the  new  program's  failure. 
In  Mr.  Unger's  testimony,  he  attributed,  the  lack  of  placement  in  the  former  OPM 
program  to  the  fact  that  agencies  that  consider  registrants  from  OPM's  programs 
are  free  to  cancel  their  vacancies  or  fill  them  through  other  competitive  or  non- 
competitive means.  Under  OPM's  new  Priority  Placement  Program,  agencies  con- 
tinue to  be  free  to  reject  any  qualified  employee  and  hire  an  outside  candidate. 
Clearly,  if  these  programs  are  going  to  have  any  teeth,  federal  agencies  must  bear 
a  greater  responsibility  to  qualified  displaced  federal  employees  than  simply  to  con- 
sider them  without  any  greater  obligation. 

Members  of  Congress  recently  were  made  aware  of  the  problem  of  displaced  fed- 
eral employees.  Unfortunately,  the  most  recent  attempt  to  address  the  issue  through 
the  legislative  process  offered  no  meaningful  solution  to  the  problem.  The  Defense 
Authorization  Act  of  1995  contains  a  provision  that  directs  OPM,  in  consultation 
with  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD),  to  conduct  a  six-month  study  to  determine 
the  feasibility  of  establishing  an  interagency  placement  program  for  RlFed  employ- 
ees. During  the  course  of  the  study,  OPM  may  determine  that  it  is  necessary  to  cre- 
ate an  interagency  placement  program;  however,  agencies  would  not  be  required  to 
participate  in  such  a  program.  NTEU  believes  another  study  in  this  area  is  unneces- 
sary and  simply  prolongs  addressing  the  substantive  issue  of  how  to  best  utilize  tal- 
ented and  experienced  displaced  federal  employees. 

The  Honorable  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton,  Chair  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Compensa- 
tion and  Employee  Benefits  introduced  H.R.  4719  which  directs  OPM  to  establish 
an  interagency  placement  program  for  Federal  employees  affected  by  a  reduction  in 
force.  This  important  legislation  would  require  the  establishment  of  an  interagency 
placement  program  whereby  an  agency  would  be  required  to  offer  an  employee  af- 
fected by  a  RIF  a  position  in  another  agency  if  (1)  the  agency  first  attempted  to  fill 
the  position  through  its  own  placement  program;  (2)  the  employee  to  whom  the  posi- 
tion is  offered  is  well  qualified;  (3)  the  classification  and  rate  of  pay  is  consistent 
with  the  last  job  the  displaced  employee  held  and  (4)  the  position  is  within  the  com- 
muting area  of  such  employee. 

This  legislative  proposal  has  many  essential  features  which  the  current  OPM  pro- 
gram and  prior  legislative  proposals  have  lacked.  The  proposal  requires  agencies  to 
hire  qualified  displaced  employees  and  not  simply  to  consider  them.  Secondly,  it  ap- 
pears that  agencies  will  be  required  to  participate  in  this  program  and  therefore  en- 
sure that  displaced  employees  will  have  every  opportunity  presented  to  them. 

NTEU  has  one  concern  with  H.R.  4719.  Although  the  legislation  requires  that  va- 
cant positions  in  agencies  are  first  offered  through  an  agency's  own  internal  place- 
ment program,  we  are  concerned  that  this  alone  will  not  provide  sufficient  protec- 
tion for  internal  applicants.  Under  current  law,  federal  employees  may  apply  for  a 
job  within  their  own  agencies,  make  the  best  qualified  list  and  be  passed  over  for 
an  outside  candidate. 

For  example,  at  the  Financial  Management  Service  of  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  there  is  an  elaborate  system  for  applying  for  vacant  positions,  but  no  re- 
quirement for  FMS  to  select  the  best  qualified  internal  applicant  even  after  they 
have  followed  this  procedure.  All  vacant  positions  at  FMS,  in  the  bargaining  unit, 
are  required  to  be  posted  for  ten  days.  FMS  appoints  a  Merit  Staffing  Panel  which 
uses  a  job-specific  crediting  plan  to  rate  all  the  applicants  and  place  them  in  one 
of  three  categories:  (1)  Highly  Qualified;  (2)  WeU  Qualified;  (3)  Best  Qualified.  Each 
factor  of  the  evaluation  criteria  is  evaluated  on  a  scale  of  1  to  4  (outstanding,  above 
average,  satisfactory,  and  marginal  respectively)  based  on  experience  related  to  the 
vacant  position,  training  related  to  the  vacant  position,  awards  and  current  super- 
visory evaluation  criteria. 

When  points  have  been  assigned  to  all  ranking  factors,  they  will  be  totaled  for 
each  rater.  The  total  scores  will  then  be  divided  by:  the  number  of  ranking  factors 
multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  raters;  this  number  will  then  be  rounded  up  to 
one  decimal  place.  All  candidates  who  receive  at  least  three  points  will  be  consid- 
ered highly  qualified;  all  those  who  receive  at  least  2  points  will  be  well  qualified 
and  all  those  who  receive  a  score  of  less  than  2  points  will  be  considered  qualified. 
The  top  three  to  six  candidates  will  then  be  selected  as  the  best  qualified  can- 
didates. The  selecting  official  will  review  the  best  qualified  candidates  and  is  free 
to  choose  any  or  none  of  the  candidates.  If  an  employee  is  not  selected  from  the  best 
qualified  list,  he  or  she  can  request  a  written  explanation. 

Despite  this  tremendously  elaborate  procedure  to  ensure  that  only  the  most  quali- 
fied people  are  selected  for  vacancies  at  FMS,  the  selecting  official  can  reject  all  the 
internal  qualified  candidates  and  choose  an  outside  candidate.  These  elaborate  pro- 
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cedures  are  not  unique  in  the  federal  government  and  we  know  of  no  federal  agency 
which  is  required  to  select  "well  qualified"  internal  candidates  for  vacancies. 

This  present  an  obvious  problem  with  or  without  the  enactment  of  H.R.  4719.  Tal- 
ented and  experienced  federal  employees  are  passed  over  for  vacancy  openings  on 
a  daily  basis.  This  problem  would  become  intensified  if  displaced  "well  qualified" 
federal  employees  were  guaranteed  to  fill  a  vacancy;  while  "well  qualified"  internal 
candidates  were  turned  down  for  vacancies  despite  the  fact  that  they  were  as  quali- 
fied as  or  even  more  qualified  than  the  displaced  federal  employee.  Clearly,  this 
would  create  a  devastating  effect  on  morale  within  our  federal  agencies. 

The  same  standard  should  apply  to  internal  agency  candidates  before  looking  to 
candidates  from  other  agencies.  NTEU  strongly  believes  that  the  bill  should  be 
amended  to  reflect  that  federal  agencies  be  required  to  hire  "well  qualified"  internal 
applicants  for  vacancies.  If  the  agency  is  unable  to  fill  that  vacant  position,  it  should 
then  determine  if  there  are  "well  qualified"  displaced  federal  employees.  NTEU 
would  be  happy  to  work  with  this  Subcommittee  on  this  provision. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  NTEU  the  opportunity  to  share  its  views  on  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Sullivan. 

Mr.  Sullivan.  Thank  you,  Madam  Chair.  My  name  is  Chris  Sul- 
livan. I  am  the  legislative  director  for  the  National  Association  of 
Government  Employees.  NAGE  is  the  fourth  largest  Federal  em- 
ployee union.  We  are  an  affiliate  of  the  Service  Employees  Inter- 
national Union,  the  fourth  largest  union  in  the  AFL-CIO. 

We  are  pleased  to  appear  here  today,  to  present  our  views,  and 
endorse  H.R.  4719.  And  although  he  is  not  here,  I  would  like  to 
thank  Chairman  McCloskey  and  yourself,  Ms.  Norton,  for  the  tre- 
mendous efforts  that  both  of  you  have  undertaken  for  Federal  em- 
ployees during  the  103d  Congress  and  beyond. 

Regarding  a  placement  system,  it  is  NAGE's  contention  that 
there  has  been  a  need  to  have  an  interagency  placement  system 
that  works  well.  There  is  a  need  and  there  will  continue  to  be  a 
need.  Your  earlier  comments,  Ms.  Norton,  stress  that  increasing 
numbers  of  people  are  being  subjected  to  the  downsizing  goals  of 
the  administration. 

So  we  think  that  it  is  very  important  that,  as  soon  as  possible, 
a  workable,  intelligent,  rational,  placement  system  be  put  in  place. 

In  preparing  for  this  testimony,  I  went  over  some  previous  NAGE 
testimony  before  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee.  Ten 
years  ago  this  September,  NAGE,  and  I  am  sure  the  other  Federal 
employee  unions,  came  before  a  now  defunct  subcommittee  and 
stressed  the  need  for  an  interagency  placement  system,  a  govern- 
mentwide  placement  system,  to  capture  those  employees  who  were 
being  RIF'd. 

Four  years  ago  all  of  the  Federal  employee  unions  and  NAGE  ap- 
peared before  the  Human  Resources  Subcommittee,  then  chaired 
by  Congressman  Kanjorski,  to  advocate  a  bill  in  the  101st  Con- 
gress, which  was  H.R.  4977,  which  was  an  extremely  comprehen- 
sive bill  that  would  have  provided  job  training,  placement,  a  gov- 
ernmentwide  interagency  placement  system.  No  luck. 

Now,  no  one  disputes  that  the  interagency  placement  system  that 
OPM  has  put  in  place  recently  has  not  worked  very  well.  As  OPM 
has  said,  there  have  only  been  50  placements,  and  both  of  you,  both 
you  and  Congressman  McCloskey  have  identified  problems  with 
that  system. 

I  would  like  to  raise  another  problem  that  your  legislation  then 
addresses.  The  interagency  placement  system  is  not  open  to  ex- 
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empted  service  personnel.  There  are  certain  exempted  service  per- 
sonnel that  are  virtually  competitive  service  employees. 

One  good  example  is  civilian  technicians  in  the  National  Guard. 
We  represent  those  employees  at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base  and  the 
D.C.  National  Guard:  your  constituents.  They  are  civilian  techni- 
cians. They  are  in  the  maintenance  and  repair  of  the  equipment  at 
Andrews  Air  Force  base. 

Because  they  are  dual-status  employees,  they  must  retain  their 
position  in  the  National  Guard  in  order  to  keep  their  full-time  Fed- 
eral position.  They  are  classified  as  exempted  service  personnel. 
This  year's  DOD  authorization  bill  is  possibly  going  to  cut  10,000 
civilian  technicians.  They  would  be  RIF'd,  and  they  would  not  be 
able  to  avail  themselves  either  of  the  DOD  priority  placement  sys- 
tem or  this  system  that  has  been  put  in  by  OPM. 

Regarding  the  DOD  authorization  bill,  which  both  of  you  have 
addressed,  there  is  a  study  in  the  bill  about  whether  to  create  an 
interagency  placement  system  and,  if  feasible,  to  implement  it.  It 
is  our  contention  that  it  is  not  only  feasible,  it  is  intelligent  person- 
nel policy  to  create  a  governmentwide  placement  system. 

No.  1,  it  is  humane.  Both  of  you  have  addressed  that.  Number 
two,  it  saves  the  Government  money.  It  reduces  recruitment  and 
retention  costs,  and  it  is  ironic  to  us  that  the  DOD  authorization 
bill  is  recommending  a  study  of  a  placement  program  since,  by  all 
accounts,  the  DOD  placement  system  has  worked  fairly  well. 

Regarding  the  specific  legislation,  H.R.  4719,  we  would  like  to 
see  it  expanded.  We  understand  the  genesis  of  the  bill  is  that  OPM 
wasn't  moving  to  implement  an  interagency  placement  system  and 
so  Chair  Norton  has  tried  to  get  the  ball  rolling  by  requiring  them 
to  get  moving. 

You  know,  it  is  evident  that  administrative  solutions,  right  now 
they  are  not  moving  forward.  We  would  welcome  making  the  bill 
much  more  comprehensive  in  order  to  make  sure  that  they  get  the 
job  done  which  needs  to  be  done  as  an  increasing  number  of  Fed- 
eral employees  are  going  to  be  separated. 

We  would  be  happy  to  offer  our  guidance  to  do  that.  I  would  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions,  and  thanks  for  allowing  me  to  ap- 
pear today. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Sullivan  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Chris  Sullivan,  Legislative  Director,  National 
Association  of  Government  Employees 

The  National  Association  of  Government  Employees  [NAGE]  is  an  affiliate  of  the 
Service  Employees  International  Union,  the  fourth  largest  union  in  the  AFL-CIO. 
NAGE  is  the  fourth  largest  federal  employee  union  in  the  country,  representing 
thousands  of  federal  employees  in  various  agencies,  from  civilians  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  employees  in  the  Veterans'  Administration,  the  Transportation 
Department,  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  We  are  pleased  to  appear  today 
to  present  our  views  on  H.R.  4719  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Civil  Service.  At  the 
outset,  we  wish  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  your  continued  interest  in  the 
areas  of  concern  to  federal  employees.  We  congratulate  you  on  the  recent  rules  that 
OPM  promulgated  with  respect  to  temporary  employees.  Your  leadership  on  this 
issue  advanced  the  cause  for  these  employees  and  will  ensure  their  fair  treatment. 
Your  efforts  are  greatly  appreciated  by  the  NAGE  membership. 

As  it  became  clear  that  the  federal  government  would  downsize  its  workforce,  es- 
pecially in  defense  agencies,  NAGE  advocated  a  comprehensive  program  of  retrain- 
ing, replacement,  and  buyout  procedures  for  all  workers  to  minimize  the  impact  of 
downsizing  in  the  federal  government.  NAGE  appeared  numerous  times  before  the 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommittees  to  urge  proactive  legislation  to  antici- 
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pate  changes  in  the  federal  employee  workforce.  NAGE  understands  that  great 
changes  will  occur  over  the  next  few  years  as  the  government  struggles  to  overcome 
the  crushing  debt  that  has  accumulated,  and  reacts  to  changing  world  conditions. 
NAGE  looks  forward  to  working  to  achieve  innovative  solutions  to  the  challenges 
that  face  the  federal  employee  workforce  in  the  years  to  come.  We  urge  that  contin- 
ued legislative  steps  be  taken  to  ensure  fairness  to  the  individual  employees  affected 
by  the  systemic  changes  that  must  occur.  A  thoughtfully  designed  interagency  place- 
ment program  is  a  critical  step  in  this  process. 

Therefore,  NAGE  is  pleased  to  endorse  H.R.  4719,  the  "Federal  Service  Priority 
Placement  Act  of  1994. '  NAGE  has  long  advocated  an  interagency  placement  sys- 
tem. In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  preparing  for  this  testimony,  NAGE  reviewed  its  pre- 
vious testimony  before  appropriate  committees  on  federal  government  retraining 
programs.  On  September  13,  1984,  over  ten  years  ago,  NAGE  testified  before  a  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommittee  on  the  need  for  a  "government  wide  place- 
ment register  which  would  provide  priority  placement  in  vacant  positions  for  which 
employees  are  qualified." 

Numerous  other  occasions  afforded  us  the  opportunity  to  advocate  an  interagency 
placement  system.  On  June  28,  1990,  for  example,  NAGE  testified  in  favor  of  H.R. 
4977,  a  bill  introduced  in  the  101st  Congress  by  Congressman  Kanjorski.  This  pro- 

Eosed  legislation  would  have  created  a  Priority  Placement  List  which  would  have 
sted  vacancies  in  all  agencies  in  the  federal  government.  Unfortunately,  this  com- 
prehensive legislation  was  not  acted  upon  and  waves  of  downsized  defense  employ- 
ees were  not  able  to  utilize  this  common  sense  idea.  NAGE  believes  that  a  true 
interagency  placement  program,  on  that  will  help  to  relocate  RIF'ed  employees,  is 
long  overdue  but  still  sorely  needed. 

OPM  has  recently  issued  a  revised  interim  regulation  to  implement  the  Inter- 
agency Placement  Program,  which  became  activated  on  December  1,  1993.  The 
changes  attempt  to  automate  and  centralize  OPM's  placement  program,  and  in- 
crease the  period  of  placement  assistance  for  career  conditional  employees  from  1 
year  to  2  years,  while  requiring  registrants  to  update  their  registration  every  6 
months  to  maintain  a  current  placement  program  inventory.  Unfortunately,  while 
the  regulation  acknowledges  that  the  IPP  was  not  successful  in  placing  excepted 
service  employees,  it  does  nothing  to  alter  this  for  important  groups  of  excepted 
service  employees,  for  example  civilian  technicians  in  the  National  Guard.  Congress- 
woman  Norton's  legislation,  H.R.  4719,  appears  to  remedy  this  situation  by  includ- 
ing excepted  service  employees.  We  applaud  her  for  her  insight.  This  underscores 
the  need  for  Congress  to  finally  create  a  comprehensive  interagency  program. 

In  addition,  Congress  has  taken  some  recent  action  on  an  interagency  placement 
system,  but  this  action  does  not  go  far  enough.  Last  week  the  Senate  cleared  by  a 
vote  of  80-18  the  FY95  Defense  Authorization  Bill,  sending  the  measure  to  the 
President.  Earlier,  on  August  17th,  the  House  approved  the  Conference  Report  by 
a  vote  of  280-137.  The  Conference  Report  requires  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment [OPM]  to  study,  and  if  feasible,  establish  an  interagency  placement  program 
for  employees  affected  by  reductions  in  force.  While  the  DOD  authorization  language 
is  an  important  first  step,  NAGE  clearly  prefers  the  legislation  introduced  by  Dele- 
gate Eleanor  Holmes  Norton,  Chair  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  and  Em- 
ployee Benefits,  which  would  require  agencies  to  offer  positions  to  RIF'eed  employ- 
ees. It  is  not  only  feasible;  it  is  merely  intelligent  personnel  policy  to  create  an  inter- 
agency personnel  system. 

NAGE  strongly  endorses  the  efforts  of  Chair  Norton  on  behalf  of  federal  employ- 
ees in  H.R.  4719.  We  are  especially  appreciative  of  the  efforts  to  provide  flexibility 
in  the  program.  For  example,  the  position  required  to  be  offered  could  be  either 
within  the  commuting  area  of  the  residence  of  the  employee  or  the  employee's 
present  or  last  held  position.  This  language  may  help  to  capture  a  wider  range  of 
affected  federal  employees. 

However,  we  would  like  to  see  some  changes  in  the  legislation  in  order  to  create 
the  most  effective  interagency  placement  program.  Employees  should  be  allowed  to 
register  for  positions  higher  than  their  current  grade.  Due  to  differences  in  position 
classification  at  different  jobs  sites,  some  DOD  NAGE  employees  at  Peace  Air  Force 
Base  in  New  Hampshire  could  not  apply  for  identical  jobs  at  other  bases  because 
the  method  of  jobs  classification  resulted  in  different  grades  and  salaries  for  the  po- 
sition. Peace  Air  Force  Base  was  the  first  base  in  the  country  to  close  following  the 
recommendations  of  the  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Commission.  Any  inter- 
agency placement  system  that  is  implemented  must  take  account  of  the  localized 
differences  between  positions  and  provide  the  greatest  flexibility  to  affected  employ- 
ees. NAGE  believes  there  should  still  be  a  requirement  to  offer  a  position  in  a  dif- 
ferent grade  or  classification  to  an  employee  if  the  grade  or  classification  difference 
has  arisen  because  of  local  conditions. 
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In  addition,  NAGE  would  like  to  see  H.R.  4719  amended  to  offer  guidance  to  the 
OPM  on  the  broad  parameters  of  the  program  where  job  offers  are  not  required. 
While  we  applaud  Delegate  Norton's  insistence  on  a  requirement  to  offer  certain  po- 
sitions to  employees,  NAGE  believes  Congress  should  provide  guidance  on  the  por- 
tions of  the  interagency  placement  program  that  will  assist,  but  not  require,  federal 
employees  to  locate  other  positions  in  the  federal  government.  NAGE  believes  that 
in  this  wider  program,  federal  employees  should  be  even  more  free  to  apply  for  posi- 
tions outside  their  grade,  classification  or  commuting  area. 

An  interagency  placement  system  is  long  overdue.  While  steps  have  been  taken 
to  study  such  a  system,  NAGE  believes  that  the  federal  government  must  act  quick- 
ly to  establish  such  a  system  to  assist  RIF'ed  federal  employees.  NAGE  strongly  en- 
dorses H.R.  4719,  which  would  establish  an  interagency  placement  system  and  re- 
quire the  placement  of  federal  employees  when  certain  conditions  are  met.  We 
thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  today  to  discuss  our  views,  and  we  are  pre- 
pared to  work  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  ensure  principled  treatment  of  federal 
employees  as  the  government  downsizes. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Ms.  Norton,  do  you  have  further  questions  or 
comment? 

Ms.  Norton.  Just  have  a  few  questions.  Do  either  of  you  rep- 
resent DOD  employees? 

Mr.  Sullivan.  We  do. 

Mr.  Tobias.  We  do  not. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Sullivan,  do  you  also  represent  employees  out- 
side of  the  DOD? 

Mr.  Sullivan.  Yes,  Ms.  Norton.  We  represent  employees  in  the 
Veterans'  Administration,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  as  well  as  the  bulk  of  our  employees 
are  in  the  DOD  since  the  bulk  of  Federal  Government  employees 
are  in  DOD. 

Ms.  Norton.  Do  you  believe  that  there  would  be  difficulty  in  im- 
plementing across  non-DOD  agency  lines  the  kind  of  mandatory 
placement  program  that  DOD  now  implements  across  facility  lines? 

Mr.  Sullivan.  I  don't  think  there  would  be  a  problem,  and  for 
the  following  reason,  and  it  is  a  reason  that  you  brought  up  earlier: 
DOD  is  a  very  diverse  work  force.  It  has  tremendous  amounts  of 
blue  collar  workers,  white  collar  workers,  it  has  carpenters,  it  has 
painters,  as  well  as  very  technical  computer  people.  It  has  engi- 
neers. 

It  really  covers  almost  every  job  that  probably  exists  in  America 
today.  If  they  can  place  employees  within  their  agency,  as  you  said, 
there  shouldn't  be  much  problem  in  placing  a  GS  clerk  typist  who 
may  lose  her  job  at  OPM  because  of  a  RIF  into  HHS. 

Ms.  Norton.  Have  you  found  in  dealing  across  agency  lines  that 
there  is  a  different  culture  within  the  DOD  than  in  the  rest  of  the 
Federal  Government? 

Mr.  Sullivan.  I  have  never  been  a  DOD  employee.  You  know, 
there  may  be  some  cultural  differences  and  I  am  sure  we  definitely 
see  them  in  the  National  Guard,  civilian  technicians,  those  employ- 
ees who  straddled  the  line  between  their  military  jobs  and  their  ci- 
vilian jobs  probably  would  indicate. 

But  in  terms  of  personnel  policy,  in  terms  of  placing  employees 
who  have  been  RIF'd  in  one  agency  into  another  agency,  I  don't 
think  that  managing  employees  would  have  a  great  difference  in 
culture.  I  mean,  that  is  just  intelligent  personnel  policy. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Tobias  and  Mr.  Sullivan,  when  employees  are 
displaced  or  RIF'd,  is  it  still  the  case  that  there  is  likely  to  be  an 
adverse  impact  that  reflects  race  and  sex? 


43 

Mr.  Tobias.  I  believe  the  answer  to  that  is  yes.  For  example,  we 
are  involved  with  two  situations  which  are  heading  in  that  direc- 
tion, one  is  with  Financial  Management  Service  and  one  is  with  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Debt,  which  is  moving  from  DC  to  West  Virginia. 

In  both  of  those  situations,  the  work  force,  both  professional  and 
nonprofessional,  but  the  workforce  is  probably  somewhere  between 
70  and  80  percent  African-Americans.  So  this  is  going  to  have  a 
dramatically  adverse  impact  on  those  folks  who  have  jobs  all  across 
the  spectrum  from  the  lowest  clerk  and  in  Public  Debt,  some  of 
those  bargaining  unit  people  will  be  at  the  grade  13  audit  and  ac- 
counting level.  So  it  will  have  an  adverse  impact  on  both  race  and 
gender,  both  of  these  will. 

Mr.  Sullivan.  I  would  like  to  follow  up  on  that.  I  think  Mr. 
Tobias  is  exactly  right.  You  know,  the  policies  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment in  terms  of  RIF's  are  last  hired,  first  fired,  and  I  think  if 
you  conducted  a  demographic  profile  of  Federal  employees,  women 
and  minorities,  traditionally  disadvantaged  groups  have  tended  to 
be  the  last  hired,  and  so  people  who  are  either,  first,  higher  graded 
employees,  or  second,  have  longer  tenure  with  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, would  probably,  if  you  ran  the  demographic  profile,  over- 
whelmingly be  white  male  comparatively  speaking  with  the  groups 
that  you  spoke  of. 

Secondly,  when  the  Federal  Government  undergoes  a  RIF,  there 
are  bump  and  retreat  rights.  So  if  there  is  a  RIF,  then  people  can 
bump  down,  which  again  would  adversely  impact  on  the  people 
who  have  been  there  the  least  amount  of  time,  and  that  would 
overwhelmingly  impact  women  and  minorities. 

Mr.  Tobias.  That  is  why  the  real,  the  real  solution  to  the  prob- 
lem is  to  deal  with  employees  by  providing  them  with  opportunities 
and  options  before  the  actual  RIF  notice  is  issued,  because  that  is 
when  the  real  adverse  impact  occurs  through  the  Dumping  and  re- 
treat rights. 

So  we  are  attempting,  for  example,  with  this  FMS  situation,  to 
place  employees  outside  of  FMS  before  an  actual  RIF  occurs.  We 
are  not  having  a  whole  lot  of  success  in  doing  that. 

Ms.  Norton.  Is  that  because  of  limitations  in  the  rest  of  the  Gov- 
ernment? 

Mr.  Tobias.  Correct. 

Ms.  Norton.  If  there  were  a  mandatory  program  in  place,  do  you 
believe  the  placement  job  would  be  easier  for  those  employees? 

Mr.  Tobias.  Without  question. 

Ms.  Norton.  There  are  room  for  honest  differences  in  imple- 
menting this  program,  but  I  find  it  incredible  that  the  claim  would 
be  made  by  OPM  or  anybody  else  that  people  of  color  or  women 
would  be  better  off  if  preference — or  they  were  put  in  the  same  po- 
sition as  new  hires,  given  the  long  history  of  how  the  seniority  sys- 
tems work,  and  of  course  we — seniority  systems  work  that  way  for 
a  very  good  reason,  but  the  notion  then  to  say  that  you  have  to  ac- 
cept— you  have  to  accept  the  adverse  impact  because  of  the  impor- 
tant value  of  seniority  and  at  the  same  time — which  is  something 
we  all  accept. 

We  understand  the  difficulty  of  picking  and  choosing  employees, 
but  and  at  the  same  time  be  no  better  off  than  a  person  who  walks 
in  the  door  when  you  have  been  RIF'd  for  no  reason  having  to  do 
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with  your  own  qualifications  or  record;  that  I  found  incredible.  It 
is  the  first  time  I  have  ever  heard  anyone  say  that  minorities  and 
women  would  be  better  off  as  a  group  if  new  hires  stood  in  the 
same  relationship  to  the  workforce  as  people  that  were  being  RIF'd. 

Mr.  Tobias.  I  would  suggest  that  those  who  advocate  that  be 
placed  in  that  pool  once  and  experience  what  it  would  be  like  once, 
and  I  don't  think  they  would  advocate  it  again. 

Ms.  Norton.  The  color  and  race  and  student  notions  seems  to 
me  full  of  their  own  weight.  The  experience  is  long  and  clear  there. 
The  notion  of  veterans  was  raised  by  OPM,  veterans  getting  a  very 
specific  and  a  very  generous  preference. 

Do  you  believe  that  veterans  already  working  for  the  Govern- 
ment should  be  treated  differently  from  veterans  who  walk  in  the 
door  when  it  comes  to  placement? 

Mr.  Tobias.  I  can't  imagine  why  anyone  would  want  to  make 
that  distinction  from  any  point  of  view.  I  mean  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  issue  is — and  this  is  what  I  can't  understand — if  the  Federal 
Government  is  viewed  as  an  employer  and  employees  are  viewed 
as  valuable  assets  rather  than  liabilities,  then  you  look  at  that 
asset  that  you  have  already  invested  a  great — in  which  you  have 
already  invested  a  great  deal  of  resources  and  you  try  to  maximize 
those  resources,  and  if  I  can't  use  them  in  my  arena,  why  shouldn't 
I  try  to  use  them  in  an  equivalent  arena,  thereby  saving  thousands 
and  thousands  of  dollars  of  investment? 

And  if  I  am  saying  everybody  is  treated  the  same,  if  I  am  a  vet- 
eran here  and  I  am  a  veteran  over  there,  why  wouldn't  taxpayers 
insist  that  that  be  the  course  of  action?  I  don't  get  it. 

Mr.  Sullivan.  I  think  that  is  right.  I  think  it  applies  not  only 
to  veterans,  but  as  we  were  speaking  before  of  the  groups  that 
OPM  said  would  make  it  problematic  for  them  to  have  this  system, 
you  know,  women  and  minorities,  I  think  if  you  want  to  look  at  la- 
bels and  say,  well,  we  are  going  to  have  trouble  with  placing  veter- 
ans from  outside  the  system  because  there  are  veterans  inside  the 
system,  you  are  putting  labels  on  people. 

You  know,  you  are  labeling  them  as  women  or  minorities  or  vet- 
erans and  not  taking  into  account  that  the  veteran  who  has  been 
working  for  the  Federal  Government  has  invested  a  tremendous 
amount  of  money  and  resources  and  training  and  that  person  has 
produced  valuable  outputs  for  the  Department  of  Defense  or  the 
Department  of  Transportation  or  wherever  he  is  working. 

I  think  it  is  probably  time  to  move  beyond  looking  at  people  as 
labels  and  looking  at  the  assets  that  they  can  provide  to  the  Gov- 
ernment to  accomplish  its  mission. 

Ms.  Norton.  Again,  as  I  indicated  earlier,  the  Chairman  had 
made  reference  to  a  group,  namely  the  group  of  Federal  employees 
who  as  a  group,  as  you  indicate,  a  group  in  whom  we  have  in- 
vested, ought  to  also  be  considered  along  with  other  groups,  we 
ought  to  also  say  for  the  record  that  a  veteran  could  be  RIF'd.  A 
veteran  of  course  has  some  special  status,  even  in  RIF's,  but  there 
is  no  question  that  given  OPM's  testimony,  we  could  well  have  the 
notion  where  a  veteran  is  RIF'd  or  bumped  down  and  placed  in  the 
same  position  as  a  veteran  who  walks  in  the  door,  and  given  two 
equal  sets  of  veterans,  it  is  no  contest. 
Mr.  Tobias.  Shouldn't  be. 
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Ms.  Norton.  And  I  agree  with  you  that  we  should  not,  in  order 
to  make  a  point,  set  these  groups  apart,  especially  when  you  use 
something  as  fallacious  as  the  notion  that  women  and  minorities 
would  be  better  off  on  a  last  hired,  first  fired  basis,  being  compared 
with  new  hires. 

One  more  question.  Have  you  ever  had  any  experience  with  OPM 
taking  up  the  cause  an  employee,  or  an  employee,  I  should  say,  was 
not  hired  by  an  agency  when  that  displaced  employee  sought  to  be 
hired  by  a  new  agency? 

Mr.  Tobias.  No. 

Mr.  Sullivan.  I  am  not  aware  of  any.  That  doesn't  mean  it 
hasn't  happened,  but  I  am  not  aware  of  it. 

Mr.  Tobias.  Neither  am  I. 

Ms.  Norton.  Do  employees  ask  OPM  to  help  them  when  that 
has  happened? 

Mr.  Tobias.  My  experience  is 

Ms.  Norton.  Is  OPM  seen  as  a  source  of  help? 

Mr.  Tobias.  No.  No.  OPM  is  not  seen  as  an  advocate. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Norton.  I  appreciate  your  time 
chairing  also. 

I  am  going  to  be  fairly  brief.  I  guess  basically,  both  you  good  wit- 
nesses are  100  percent  in  approval  and  endorsement  of  this  legisla- 
tion. I  notice  that  NAGE  talks  about  the  ability  to  register  for  posi- 
tions hired  in  their  current  grade. 

Do  you  want  to  make  a  brief  additional  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  Sullivan.  Sure,  I  will  give  one  example  and  then  extrapolate 
from  it.  Two  years  ago  there  was  a  hearing  in  the  Post  Office  Civil 
Service  Committee  about  what  sort  of  steps  should  be  taken  for 
RIF'd  employees,  and  we  brought  in  our  local  president  at  Pease 
Air  Force  Base  in  New  Hampshire  which  was  the  first  base  to 
close. 

Under  the  DOD  priority  placement  program,  they  were  success- 
ful in  placing  many  of  the  employees.  There  were  very  few  RIF's 
that  happened  at  Pease  Air  Force  Base.  One  of  the  problems  that 
they  had,  though,  was  placing  employees,  and  one  specific  example 
was  there  was  a  clerk  typist  at  Pease  Air  Force  Base  who  was  a 
GS-5,  and  they  were  going  to  try  to  place  her  in  a  clerk  typist  job 
in  Fort  Devens,  MA. 

However,  because  the  local  conditions  or  classification  appeals, 
the  clerk  typist  position  that  she  wanted  to  register  for  at  Fort 
Devens  was  a  GS-6.  The  DOD  Placement  Priority  Placement  Pro- 
gram, I  am  informed  by  the  local  president  up  there,  didn't  allow 
the  person  to  register  for  the  job  because  it  was  a  different  rate  of 
pay  or  a  different  classification. 

Our  contention  then  would  be  to  make  sure  you  design  a  pro- 
gram that  takes,  you  know,  account  of  local  situations  so  that  if  it 
is  the  same  job,  even  though  it  is  described  differently  and  there- 
fore classified  differently,  that  if  you  want  to  design  a  program  that 
has  as  much  flexibility  for  the  assets,  the  employees  as  possible,  so 
that  DOD,  in  this  case,  Fort  Devens,  could  have  taken  advantage 
of  that  situation. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  And  also,  Mr.  Tobias,  I  am  sorry  for  missing 
your  testimony.  Evidently  you  point  out  that  there  are  instances 
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where  a  well-qualified  individual  within  the  agency  is  passed  over, 
and  I  guess  you  would  suggest  some  of  the  legislation  be  amended 
to  handle  that? 

Mr.  Tobias.  I  do.  I  strongly  urge  that.  I  strongly  support  that  po- 
sition. I  pointed  out  that  we  have  this  live  example  in  FMS,  which 
is  about  to  lose  about  125  financial  managers — which  is  about  to 
lose  125  people  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  we  are  not 
in  a  RIF  situation  yet,  but  we  are — they  are  going  to  close  the  facil- 
ity. 

We  know  it  is  going  to  be  closed,  so  we  are  trying  to  place  these 
folks  in  other  agencies,  and  we  can't  place  them,  and  yet  at  the 
same  time  in  other  portions  of  FMS,  people  are  being  hired  from 
the  street. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Could  either  of  you  comment  on  Mr.  Klein's 
suggestion  for  a  study  and  the  time  factor  involved?  We  are  about 
halfway  through  this  downsizing  process  in  numbers  and  it  would 
be  another  6  months  before  we  see  the  results  of  the  study,  which 
I  think,  as  Ms.  Norton  said,  could  be  done  in  2  or  3  days. 

Mr.  Tobias.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  you  had  left,  Congress- 
woman  Norton  made  a  comment 

Mr.  McCloskey.  When  I  was  gone,  OK. 

Mr.  Tobias.  Made  a  comment  on  that  study  and  she  stated  that 
it  was  incredulous  to  her  why  another  study  was  needed  since  we 
had  30  years  of  proven  effort  in  the  Department  of  Defense  and  all 
we  needed  to  do  was  apply  that  to  the  rest  of  Government,  and  I 
agree  with  her  100  percent.  There  is  no  need  to  study  anything 
anymore.  The  data  is  there. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Maybe  this  is  a  throwaway  question.  You  don't 
have  to  answer  it,  very  subjective,  but  what  do  you  think  it  is  they 
fear  in  this  seemingly  straightforward  legislation? 

Mr.  Tobias.  You  know,  I  think  it  is  this  idea  that  a  resistance 
to  legislation,  a  resistance  to  rules,  a  maximum  ability  to  do  what- 
ever they  want  to  do  when  they  want  to  do  it,  so  I  would  character- 
ize it  as  the  opportunity,  want  to  preserve  the  opportunity  to  be  ar- 
bitrary and  capricious. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  That  is  well  said.  I  really  don't  have  any  other 
questions. 

Ms.  Norton. 

Well,  thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen.  We  appreciate  it  and  look 
forward  to  continue  working  with  you. 

STATEMENTS  OF  BRUCE  L.  MOYER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR, 
FEDERAL  MANAGERS  ASSOCIATION  AND  CAROL  A. 
BONOSARO,  PRESIDENT,  SENIOR  EXECUTD7E  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Our  concluding  panel,  hopefully  concluded  in 
time  for  me  to  get  a  ham  sandwich  before  1  o'clock,  not  to  be  arbi- 
trary and  capricious,  is  Mr.  Bruce  L.  Moyer,  executive  director  of 
the  Federal  Managers  Association,  a  good  friend,  and  another  good 
friend,  Carol  Bonosaro,  president  of  the  Senior  Executive  Associa- 
tion. 

Bruce  and  Carol,  welcome.  As  you  know,  your  statements  are  ac- 
cepted for  the  record  and  appreciate  your  input  and  proceed  as  you 
like. 
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Mr.  MOYER.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a  pleas- 
ure to  be  with  you  this  afternoon  for  this  hearing.  I  would  like  to 
first  begin  by  thanking  you  especially  for  holding  this  hearing  on 
this  very  important  subject  and  additionally  to  thank  Chairwoman 
Norton  for  her  sponsorship  and  introduction  of  this  significant 
piece  of  legislation. 

I  would  like  to  depart  from  the  written  statement  that  we  have 
submitted  and  offer  several  observations  in  light  of  the  testimony 
that  you  have  received  this  morning.  I  might  begin  by  noting  the 
context  of  the  testimony  that  the  Federal  Managers  Association  of- 
fers. 

We,  as  you  know,  are  an  association  of  supervisors  and  managers 
throughout  the  Federal  Government.  We  have  been  around  for  over 
80  years  as  an  organization,  the  largest  management  association  in 
the  Government.  Seventy-five  percent  of  our  members  are  in  the 
Department  of  Defense.  They  have  experienced  and  benefited  from 
the  priority  placement  program  that  has  existed  within  DOD,  and 
I  would  like  to  take  this  special  opportunity  to  provide  to  you 
strong  affirmation  for  the  survey  results  you  have  received  from 
the  Department  of  Defense  this  morning  that  suggested  that  99 
percent  of  the  supervisors  within  the  Defense  Department  have 
been  pleased  with  the  results  of  the  program. 

Our  members  in  their  experience,  both  in  accepting  qualified  dis- 
placed employees  from  throughout  the  Department,  as  well  in  re- 
ceiving the  benefits  of  priority  placement  due  to  RIF,  have  been 
very  pleased  with  this  program  and  the  extent  to  which  it  truly  is 
a  model  for  replication  elsewhere  in  the  Government. 

The  only  vein  of  criticism  that  exists  is  to  the  limitation  in  the 
current  program  that  does  not  extend  mandatory  placement  to  non- 
DOD  agencies. 

The  experience  of  the  Philadelphia  Naval  Shipyard,  for  example, 
comes  to  mind,  where  there  is  an  inadequate  number  of  vacancies 
in  DOD  in  that  geographic  area.  This  is  causing  great  strain  upon 
the  ability  to  place  RIF'd  employees  at  that  shipyard  in  other  DOD 
positions  in  that  geographic  area  and  vacancies  arising  in  a  num- 
ber of  other  Federal  agencies  in  that  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Penn- 
sylvania, Delaware  corridor.  This  expansion  of  openings  could  help 
to  provide  a  greater  work  force  balance  for  the  Federal  Government 
and  assure  that  the  skills  and  the  knowledge  base  that  those  em- 
ployees at  the  shipyard  offer  to  the  Federal  Government  could  be 
effectively  transplanted  in  other  Federal  agencies. 

This  is  the  most  important  part  about  this  bill,  requiring  place- 
ment across  agency  lines  before  those  agencies  could  go  outside  the 
Federal  Government  to  hire. 

This  legislation  in  no  way  preempts  or  co-ops  an  agency's  discre- 
tion to  be  able  to  promote  from  within.  It  simply  says  this  about 
who  the  Federal  Government  is  as  an  employer:  First  of  all,  the 
Federal  Government  is  a  model  employer  in  the  sense  that  it  is  a 
humane  employer  and  a  progressive  employer. 

Second,  it  recognizes  that  people  are  the  most  important  re- 
sources to  the  institution  of  Government,  its  employees,  and  that 
it  has  invested  in  that  human  capital,  as  has  been  suggested  sev- 
eral times  this  morning. 
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Third,  as  we  look  ahead  to  the  kind  of  work  force  the  Federal 
Government  needs  to  have  in  the  next  century,  it  needs  to  have  a 
multiskilled  work  force.  It  needs  to  have  a  diverse  work  force.  It 
needs  to  have  one  in  which  an  employee  can  more  easily  move  from 
the  Department  of  Veterans'  Affairs  to  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration tomorrow  than  it  did  yesterday.  That  is  the  trend  in  which 
we  are  moving,  multiskilling,  diversification.  This  legislation  ad- 
vances that  concept. 

Finally,  this  legislation  says  about  the  Federal  Government  that 
we  want  to  preserve  the  gains  in  diversity  that  we  have  accom- 
plished over  the  last  20  years,  not  lose  them.  We  want  to  not  leave 
it  to  the  winds  of  chance. 

Two  more  points.  This  program  is  not  the  end-all  and  the  be-all 
with  regard  to  work  force  restructuring.  Certainly  the  kinds  of  ini- 
tiatives that  OPM  has  suggested  with  regard  to  transitional  assist- 
ance and  counseling  should  be  applauded  and  expanded. 

This  is  but  one  more  tool  in  the  arsenal  of  tools,  in  addition  to 
buyouts,  in  addition  to  voluntary  early  retirement  authority,  that 
are  going  to  be  able  to  assure  that  we  get  over  this  period  of  chal- 
lenge the  Federal  Government  faces  in  reducing  the  size  of  its  work 
force  by  nearly  300,000  positions  over  the  next  5  years. 

In  fact,  the  Department  of  Defense  again  has  extended  consider- 
able resource  and  commitment  to  the  creation  of  transitional  assist- 
ance centers  at  all  of  the  facilities  that  are  undergoing  closure  or 
realignment. 

The  last  point  would  be  this  in  terms  of  the  scenario  in  which 
we  envision  this  legislation  being  implemented.  That  is,  that  it  es- 
sentially consists  of  two  components,  an  agency-based  component 
and  a  Governmentwide  component  in  which  the  agency  would  first 
be  required  to  establish  a  positive  placement  program  to  enroll  em- 
ployees adversely  affected  by  a  RIF  and  would  capture  vacancies  on 
a  real  time  basis  prior  to  commencing  recruitment  from  outside. 

Second,  that  the  Governmentwide  component  would  extend  those 
agency  programs  into  a  network  in  which  vacancies  resulting  else- 
where would  become  available,  so  that  you  go  through  really  first 
whether  you  have  a  vacancy  arising  agencywide,  then  Government- 
wide  by  region  and  then  Governmentwide  nationally. 

That  concludes  my  comments.  I  would  like  to  mention  that  our 
support  for  this  legislation  is  certainly  joined  not  only  by  the  par- 
ties before  you  this  morning,  but  also  in  conversations  that  the 
Federal  Managers  Association  and  other  organizations  have  had 
with  the  Federal  employee  unions,  including  the  American  Federa- 
tion of  Government  Employees,  with  John  Sturdivent.  Their  sup- 
port has  been  strong  for  this  initiative,  as  well  as  the  many  groups 
represented  through  the  Coalition  for  Effective  Change,  25  organi- 
zations embodied  in  that  federation  as  well. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Thank  you  for  excellent  testimony,  Mr.  Moyer. 
[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Moyer  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Bruce  L.  Moyer,  Executive  Director,  Federal 
Managers  Association 

My  name  is  Bruce  L.  Moyer  and  I  am  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Federal  Man- 
agers Association.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  this 
morning  to  offer  testimony  on  H.R.  4719,  the  Federal  Service  Priority  Placement 
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Program  Act  of  1994,  legislation  introduced  by  Delegate  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton  to 
expand  the  successful  DoD  Priority  Placement  Program  government-wide. 

The  Federal  Managers  Association  is  the  largest  Federal  professional  manage- 
ment association,  representing  the  interests  of  over  200,000  Federal  managers  and 
supervisors  throughout  the  Federal  Government.  Out  of  all  the  groups  who  are  tes- 
tifying today,  I  believe  that  the  people  we  represent  have  been  and  will  continue 
to  be  the  most  profoundly  affected  by  the  272,900  position  draw  down  of  the  Civil 
Service  called  for  by  the  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  (P.L.  103-226). 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  begin  by  thanking  the  Chair  of  the  Compensation 
and  Employee  Benefits  Subcommittee,  Delegate  Norton,  for  introducing  H.R.  4719. 
I  would  also  like  to  thank  Senator  Frank  Lautenberg  for  introducing  S.  2190  and 
for  his  work  in  including  a  provision  in  the  1995  Department  of  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion requiring  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  to  conduct  a  six  month  study  of 
the  feasibility  of  expanding  DoD's  PPP  government- wide.  H.R.  4719  and  S.  2190 
truly  recognize  that  Federal  employees  are  our  government's  greatest  resource.  Em- 
ployees who  have  faithfully  served  their  government  and  accumulated  invaluable 
knowledge  and  experience  should  not  be  put  on  the  street  if  there  are  government 
jobs  available  for  which  they  are  qualified. 

The  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring  Act  calls  for  the  elimination  of  272,900  Civil 
Service  positions  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1999.  Many  of  this  number  will  come  from 
the  ranks  of  managers  and  supervisors.  As  part  of  this  downsizing,  the  span  of  con- 
trol for  managers  and  supervisors  will  double  over  the  next  five  years  from  the  cur- 
rent government  average  of  1  supervisor  for  every  7  employees  to  the  proposed  1 
supervisor  for  every  15  workers.  In  this  environment,  the  skills  and  knowledge  of 
experienced  government  workers  become  even  more  invaluable.  Without  the  enact- 
ment of  H.R.  4719,  113,000  Federal  workers  will  face  downsizing  without  the  benefit 
of  priority  placement. 

Now  that  the  size  of  the  Federal  workforce  must  be  reduced  by  12%  before  the 
end  of  fiscal  year  1999,  the  need  to  place  valuable  government  employees  clearly 
outweighs  the  need  for  management  flexibility  in  choosing  job  candidates.  FMA 
strongly  endorses  the  idea  of  mandatory  interagency  placements. 

In  carrying  out  a  reduction  that  will  take  the  DoD  from  almost  a  million  employ- 
ees in  1993  to  716,073  employees  in  2001,  ten  DoD  employees  have  left  voluntarily 
in  fiscal  year  1994  for  every  one  that  had  to  be  laid  off.  So  far  this  year,  30,000 
DoD  employees  have  taken  buyouts  and  3,000  DoD  employees  have  been  RIF'd.  DoD 
was  able  to  achieve  this  favorable  result  because  the  base  closure  process  encour- 
ages employees  to  accept  buyouts  and  because  of  the  success  of  DoD's  priority  place- 
ment program. 

Since  its  creation  in  1965,  the  DoD's  PPP  has  successfully  placed  100,000  employ- 
ees elsewhere  in  the  Department.  The  PPP  is  an  electronic  system  that  provides 
personnel  offices  with  lists  of  job  candidates  who  are  scheduled  to  be  RIF'd.  DoD 
agencies  that  are  competitively  filing  open  positions  must  consult  this  list  and  offer 
jobs  to  qualified  candidates.  The  capability  exists  today  to  quickly  expand  this  sys- 
tem to  facilitate  interagency  placement  of  employees  scheduled  to  be  RIF'd.  FMA 
believes  that  an  expansion  of  DoD's  PPP  government-wide  is  required  in  order  to 
avoid  major  lay-offs  over  the  next  5  years. 

H.R.  4719  would  require  the  establishment  of  a  system  to  coordinate  agency  place- 
ment programs.  Under  the  bill,  positions  that  cannot  be  filled  through  internal 
placements  would  then  be  made  available  to  other  agencies.  Candidates  that  are 
qualified,  of  the  same  grade  as  the  open  position  and  live  within  commuting  dis- 
tance would  automatically  be  offered  the  open  job.  These  provisions  provide  ade- 
quate safeguards  to  insure  that  mandatory  interagency  placements  do  not  interfere 
with  internal  promotions. 

FMA  fully  supports  H.R.  4719  but  suggests  that  the  bill  needs  to  place  more  em- 
phasis on  requiring  agencies  to  create  their  own  mandatory  internal  placement  pro- 
grams. An  agency  should  first  try  to  place  its  own  employees  internally  before  put- 
ting them  on  a  list  for  placement  in  other  agencies. 

In  conclusion  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  again  for  inviting  me  here  to 
testify  today.  In  the  interest  of  retaining  the  talents  of  experienced  government 
workers,  it  is  FMA's  strong  desire  to  see  timely  congressional  action  on  H.R.  4719. 
In  this  regard,  FMA  stands  ready  to  work  with  the  Congress  to  make  government- 
wide  priority  placement  a  reality. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Miss  Bonosaro,  welcome  again. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to 
present  SEA's  views.  We  wish  to  join  others  in  commending  Rep- 
resentative Norton  for  introducing  H.R.  4719. 
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We  strongly  and  unequivocally  support  priority  placement  for 
Federal  employees  who  are  affected  by  a  RIF.  We  believe  there  is 
no  reason  why  an  agency  should  make  a  job  offer  to  an  applicant 
from  outside  of  Government  when  qualified  Federal  employees, 
through  no  fault  of  their  own,  lose  their  jobs  due  to  RIF's. 

We  think  that  priority  placement  is  a  humane  and  progressive 
policy  which  importantly  will  also  uphold  the  morale  of  those  em- 
ployees left  behind  when  they  see  their  colleagues  are  being  treated 
in  a  humane  way.  Given  SEA's  experience  with  a  similar  place- 
ment program  for  career  members  of  the  Senior  Executive  Service, 
and  with  executive  interagency  mobility  efforts  generally,  however, 
I  would  like  to  alert  the  subcommittee  to  the  problems  which  may 
arise  in  the  implementation  of  the  priority  placement  program 
which  we  believe  to  be  effective  requires  firm  direction  and  strong 
oversight. 

A  senior  executive  who  is  RIF'd  and  whose  agency  cannot  place 
that  employee  in  a  vacant  position  is  entitled  to  priority  placement 
assistance  from  OPM.  That  process  is  a  stringent  one.  It  requires, 
for  example,  an  agency  head  to  provide  written  certification  that  a 
SES'er  is  not  qualified  if  he  or  she  has  been  referred  to  a  vacancy 
in  that  agency  and  the  agency  chooses  not  to  select  them.  Nonethe- 
less, that  effort  has  seldom  been  successful  at  placing  senior  execu- 
tives, and  that  is  true  for  the  same  reasons  that  interagency  mobil- 
ity has  been  very  low. 

There  are  several  factors  which  figure  in,  but  chief  among  them 
that  I  would  like  to  point  out  to  you  are  the  ways  in  which  agencies 
have  discouraged  interagency  transfers.  They  have  included  devel- 
oping highly  specialized  narrow  and  program  specific  qualifications, 
requirements  for  vacancies,  which  tend  to  exclude  candidates  from 
other  agencies  from  consideration,  viewing  executives  applying  for 
positions  from  other  agencies,  particularly  those  who  apply  as  the 
result  of  a  RIF,  viewing  them  negatively  as  turkeys  or  rejects,  irre- 
spective of  their  qualifications  or  accomplishments.  That  has  espe- 
cially been  true  where  OPM  has  been  involved  in  the  placement  ef- 
forts, distrusting  performance  ratings  from  other  agencies. 

I  would  suggest  that  those  same  attitudes  are  likely  to  be  opera- 
tive with  regard  to  a  general  interagency  placement  program, 
though  perhaps  to  a  lesser  degree  as  one  descends  down  the  career 
ladder  where  there  are  more  positions  and  it  is  viewed  as  a  little 
less  critical  perhaps  by  the  agency. 

We  think  that  the  bill's  requirement  that  the  employee  to  whom 
the  offer  be  made  is  well  qualified  is  critical  to  ensure  the  pro- 
gram's success.  An  agency's  suspicion  of  candidates,  the  quality  of 
candidates  referred  for  placement  by  OPM  is  often  groundless. 
Nonetheless,  the  well-qualified  requirement  will  lend  strong  credi- 
bility to  the  candidates  and  I  think  encourage  greater  receptivity 
of  them  by  agencies  with  vacancies. 

To  further  ensure  overcoming  agencies'  natural  inclination  to  re- 
sist accepting  candidates  for  placement,  however,  SEA  recommends 
that  the  bill  require  OPM  to  monitor  the  placement  effort,  to  as- 
sure, for  example,  that  positions  are  classified  correctly  and  quali- 
fications are  set  appropriately.  OPM  oversight  would  also  be  en- 
hanced I  think  by  a  requirement  to  report  outcomes  to  the  Post  Of- 
fice and  Civil  Service  Committee  monthly. 
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Apart  from  the  need  for  firm  direction  and  strong  oversight,  we 
have  several  other  recommendations  with  regard  to  the  bill.  First, 
we  believe  that  you  should  require  the  governmentwide  inter- 
agency placement  program  to  be  established  no  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment,  given  the  fact  that  RIF's  may  well  be 
conducted  early  in  1995  and  we  are  confident  that  a  deadline  of 
that  sort  can  be  met  with  the  can-do  leadership  that  Director  Jim 
King  has  exhibited  at  OPM. 

Second,  we  recommend  that  each  employee  covered  by  the  bill  be 
given  the  option  to  accept  an  offer  less  than  his  or  her  basic  rate 
of  pay  of  their  last  held  position  if  he  or  she  has  not  been  placed 
after  6  months.  We  do  believe  every  effort  can  and  should  be  made 
to  match  the  employee's  last  rate  of  pay,  as  the  bill  currently  re- 
quires, but  some  employees  may  prefer  to  consider  a  position  at  a 
lower  rate  rather  than  to  remain  unemployed  and  without  ade- 
quate financial  resources. 

Third,  we  recommend  the  subcommittee  consider  setting  an  expi- 
ration date  of  1  year  for  priority  placement  efforts  for  those  already 
separated  from  Federal  service.  We  think  it  is  likely  that  employ- 
ees will  have  found  employment  within  1  year,  within  the  Federal 
or  private  sector,  as  well  as  be  inclined  to  pursue  job  searches  dili- 
gently in  light  of  the  1-year  deadline  and  likewise,  OPM  and  the 
agencies  will  not  be  faced  with  an  ever-increasing  pool  of  can- 
didates with  whom  to  maintain  contact.  I  think  also  that  may  pro- 
vide some  incentive  for  OPM  and  the  agencies  to  be  successful 
within  that  year. 

Finally,  and  perhaps  especially  important  from  our  perspective, 
the  legislation  should  specify  the  exemption  of  the  Senior  Executive 
Service  whose  placement  program  is  mandated  under  separate 
statute  in  the  circumstance  of  a  RIF  from  this  bill.  I  would  be 
pleased  to  answer  any  questions. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  McCloskey.  Thank  you,  Carol,  also  for  excellent  testimony. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Bonosaro  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Carol  A.  Bonosaro,  President,  Senior  Executive 

Association 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  present  the  Senior  Executives 
Association's  [SEA]  views  with  respect  to  H.R.  4719,  which  directs  the  establishment 
of  an  interagency  placement  program  for  federal  employees  affected  by  reductions 
in  force.  At  the  outset,  we  wish  to  commend  Representative  Norton  for  introducing 
this  bill,  particularly  given  the  likelihood  that  RIF's  will  be  conducted  to  achieve  the 
agency  downsizing  goals  set  forth  by  the  President  and  Congress. 

SEA  strongly  and  unequivocally  supports  priority  placement  for  federal  employees 
affected  by  a  RIF.  There  is  no  reason  why  an  agency  should  make  a  job  offer  to  an 
applicant  from  outside  government  when  qualified  federal  employees,  through  no 
fault  of  their  own,  lose  their  jobs  due  to  RIF's.  Giving  priority  to  placement  of  RIF'ed 
employees  is  a  humane  and  progressive  policy  which  will  also  operate  to  uphold  the 
morale  of  those  employees  not  so  affected,  but  who  will  remain  behind  to  do  the 
agency's  work. 

Given  SEA's  experience  with  a  similar  placement  program  for  career  members  of 
the  Senior  Executive  Service,  and  with  executive  interagency  mobility  efforts  gen- 
erally, however,  I  would  like  to  alert  the  subcommittee  to  the  problems  which  may 
well  arise  in  the  implementation  of  the  priority  placement  program.  As  the  SES  ex- 
perience has  demonstrated,  a  priority  placement  program,  to  be  effective,  requires 
firm  direction  and  strong  oversight. 

A  Senior  Executive  who  is  RIF'ed,  and  whose  agency  cannot  place  the  individual 
in  a  vacant  SES  position,  is  entitled  to  priority  placement  assistance  from  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management  [OPM].  This  process  is  a  stringent  one.  Witness  the  fact 
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that  an  agency  which  declines  to  place  an  SES  priority  candidate  in  a  vacant  posi- 
tion to  which  he/she  is  referred  by  OPM  must  provide  written  certification  by  the 
agency  head  to  OPM  that  the  candidate  is  not  qualified  for  the  position  to  which 
referred. 

Nevertheless,  this  effort  is  seldom  successful,  for  the  same  reasons  that  inter- 
agency mobility  among  the  career  SES  is  very  low.  In  FY  1992,  only  58  Senior  Ex- 
ecutives (or  .7%  of  the  SES  corps)  transferred  between  agencies.  This  miniscule 
number  results  from  many  factors,  but  chief  among  them  are  common  agency  ac- 
tions— and  reactions — which  discourage  interagency  transfers,  by  developing  highly 
specialized,  narrow  and  program-specific  qualifications  requirements  for  vacancies 
which  tend  to  exclude  executives  from  other  agencies  from  consideration;  viewing 
executives  applying  for  positions  from  other  agencies  negatively,  as  "turkeys,"  or  "re- 
jects," or  "on  the  way  out,"  irrespective  of  their  qualifications  or  accomplishments. 
This  is  especially  true  where  OPM  is  involved  in  placement  efforts;  distrusting  per- 
formance ratings  from  ether  agencies,  and  providing  entry  opportunities  into  the 
SES  for  GS  15's  currently  employed  in  the  agency,  thus  creating  pressure  against 
bringing  in  outside  candidates. 

I  would  suggest  to  the  subcommittee  that  these  same  attitudes  are  likely  to  be 
operative  with  regard  to  a  general  interagency  placement  program,  though  perhaps 
to  a  lesser  degree  as  one  descends  the  career  ladder. 

In  enumerating  the  circumstances  under  which  an  offer  is  required,  the  bill  speci- 
fies that  "the  employee  to  whom  the  offer  is  made  is  well  qualified  for  the  offered 
position."  This  provision,  in  our  view,  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  program's  success. 
While  agency  suspicion  of  the  quality  of  candidates  referred  for  placement  by  OPM 
is  often  groundless,  the  "well  qualified"  requirement  will  lend  strong  credibility  to 
the  candidates  and  will  encourage  greater  receptivity  of  them  by  agencies  with  va- 
cancies. 

To  further  ensure  overcoming  agencies'  natural  inclination  to  resist  accepting  can- 
didates for  placement,  SEA  recommends  that  the  bill  require  OPM  to  monitor  the 
placement  effort  to  ensure,  for  example,  that  positions  are  classified  correctly  and 
qualifications  are  set  appropriately.  OPM  oversight  would  be  enhanced  by  a  require- 
ment to  report  outcomes  (i.e.,  successful  placements)  to  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee  monthly,  along  with  the  number  of  employees  currently  carried 
on  the  placement  roster. 

Apart  from  the  need  for  firm  direction  and  strong  oversight,  SEA  has  several 
other  recommendations  with  regard  to  the  bill.  First,  H.R.  4719  requires  the  govern- 
ment-wide interagency  placement  program  to  be  established  "no  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment."  We  believe  this  is  too  long  a  period,  given  the  fact  that 
RIF's  may  well  be  conducted  early  in  1995.  Therefore,  we  recommend  that  the  bill 
require  the  program  to  be  established  no  later  than  90  days  following  enactment. 
We  are  confident  that  such  a  deadline  can  be  met  with  the  "can  do"  leadership  of 
OPM  Director  Jim  King. 

Second,  we  recommend  that  each  employee  covered  by  the  bill  be  given  the  option 
to  accept  an  offer  less  than  his  or  her  basic  rate  of  pay  of  the  last  held  position  if 
he  or  she  has  not  been  placed  after  six  months.  While  every  effort  can  and  should 
be  made  to  place  employees  in  a  position  offering  a  basic  rate  of  pay  equal  to  that 
of  the  employee's  last  held  position,  as  the  bill  requires,  some  employees  may  prefer 
to  consider  a  position  at  a  lower  rate,  rather  than  to  remain  unemployed  and  with- 
out adequate  financial  resources.  OPM  could  contact  employees  not  placed  after  a 
period  of  six  months  to  determine  their  preference  for  exercising  such  an  option. 

Third,  we  recommend  that  priority  placement  efforts  for  those  already  separated 
from  federal  service  expire  one  year  after  their  date  of  separation  Employees  will 
likely  have  found  employment  within  one  vear  (whether  in  the  federal  or  private 
sector),  as  well  as  be  inclined  to  pursue  job  searches  diligently  in  light  of  the  one 
year  deadline.  Likewise,  OPM  and  the  agencies  will  not  be  faced  with  an  ever  in- 
creasing pool  of  placement  candidates  with  whom  to  maintain  contact. 

Finally,  and  especially  important  from  our  perspective,  the  legislation  should 
specify  the  exemption  of  the  Senior  Executive  Service  (whose  placement  program  is 
managed  under  separate  statute)  from  this  bill. 

Mr.  McCLOSKEY.  I  recognize  Ms.  Norton.  I  was  going  to  limit 
that  to  5  minutes,  but  more  creatively,  I  recognize  Ms.  Norton,  who 
will  chair  the  rest  of  the  committee  hearing. 

Ms.  Norton  [presiding].  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Appreciate 
both  of  your  testimony.  Ms.  Bonosaro  and  Mr.  Moyer,  in  no  small 
part  because  in  a  very  real  sense,  your  members  are  who  this 
downsizing  is  after  first  and  foremost;  not  of  course  personally,  but 
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we  are  told  that  it  is  the  fact  that  we  have  an  excess  of  managers 
per  employee  as  compared  with  the  private  sector. 

Now,  that  didn't  happen  because  of  anything  that  the  employees 
did.  It  is  the  way  in  which  the  Federal  Government  chose  to  man- 
age itself.  So  when  the  Federal  Government  decides  to  go  the  oppo- 
site way  now,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  some  burden  on  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  downsize  at  least  as  fairly  as  it  recruited  these 
managers  and  invested  in  these  managers,  so  I  have  listened  close- 
ly to  what  you  have  to  say. 

Now,  I  was  interested  in  this  notion  that  some  of  these  employ- 
ees are  greeted  with  suspicion  when  they  are  RIF'd,  and  1  would 
like  you  to  explain  how  that  comes  about.  Here  we  have  people  who 
are  RIF'd.  A  RIF  is  completely  arbitrary.  They  say  it  is  by  senior- 
ity. It  is  arbitrary  in  order  to  make  sure  that  there  is  no  bias  of 
any  kind  so  that  when  you  are  presented  with  somebody  from  an 
agency,  you  are  not  presented  with  a  reject,  you  are  presented  with 
somebody  who  literally  got  flushed  out  of  the  system  without  look- 
ing at  that  person's  qualifications,  without  looking  at  that  person's 
record. 

So  I  would  like  you  to  explain  how  that  person  then  could  be  re- 
garded with  any  more  suspicion  than,  let  us  say,  somebody  who 
came  in  off  the  street  and  asked  to  be  hired  for  the  first  time. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  I  think  that  is  true  because  agencies  have  a 
great  deal  of  latitude  with  regard  to  their  RIF  plans  for  the  Senior 
Executive  Service,  far  more  so  than  for  the  rest  of  the  work  force. 
They  have  been  able  to  set  their  criterion  procedures  and  they  do 
vary  from  agency  to  agency. 

Recently  there  was  a  RIF,  for  example,  at  AID  and  that  proce- 
dure was  changed  the  day  before  the  RIF  and  approved  by  OPM 
apparently,  although  we  weren't  entirely  certain  that  was  the  case, 
so  I  think  the  view  is,  if  you  will,  in  part  by  the  idea  that  the  RIF 
can  be  manipulated  with  regard  to  the  Senior  Executive  Service,  as 
well  as  the  thought  that  if  the  person  were  that  valuable  and  that 
much  of  a  contributor,  somehow  or  other  the  agency  would  never 
have  permitted  that  situation  to  arise,  somehow  or  other  the  agen- 
cy would  have  kept  that  person,  or  if  there  was  a  RIF,  they  would 
have  been  so  high  up  on  the  register  they  would  never  have  been 
in  that  position. 

So  the  concept  has  been  almost  inevitably  a  negative  one  with  re- 
gard to  executives  who  OPM  is  trying  to  place,  and  I  think  that  has 
also  clearly  impacted  those  executives  who  have  not  been  RIF'd  but 
who  were  simply  interested  in  changing  jobs  within  agencies,  ex- 
tremely difficult  to  do  when  only  .7  percent  of  an  executive  corps 
manages  to  succeed  in  such  transfer  in  a  given  year,  you  can  un- 
derstand the  formidable  obstacles  facing  them. 

We  are  obviously  generalizing  a  bit  from  our  experience  and,  as 
I  say,  I  think  agencies  will  be  less  concerned  in  this  regard  if  they 
are  talking  about  placing  a  GS-7,  not  that  I  minimize  the  impor- 
tance of  their  work,  but  obviously  there  are  fewer  positions  at  the 
top  of  the  pyramid  and  so  agencies  have  been  particularly  con- 
scious of  how  people  are  placed. 

Ms.  Norton.  This  is  important  information.  Again,  I  compare  to 
the  private  sector.  Here  you  are  investing  most — in  a  real  sense, 
often  most  in  these  very  high  level  employees. 
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Again,  if  you  go  to  the  Armed  Forces,  even,  or  to  any  large  com- 
pany— and  I  served  on  the  boards  of  three  Fortune  500  companies 
before  I  came  to  the  Congress— just  the  opposite.  That  is  to  say, 
what  you  do  is  you  transfer  people  around  so  that  they  get  to  know 
very  different  aspects  of  the  company. 

The  company  here  is  the  civil  service,  of  course.  The  theory  is 
they  bring  something  that  part  of  the  company  would  not  have  had, 
and,  of  course,  they  are  trained  and  are  of  greater  value  to  the 
company.  We  have  the  Federal  Government  talking  like  private 
business  and  acting  like  an  old-fashioned  Government  bureaucracy. 

I  was  concerned,  Ms.  Bonosaro,  when  you  said  that  particularly 
when  OPM  is  involved  in  placement  efforts  that  SES  transfers  may 
be  viewed  negatively. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  I  don't  think  that  is  through  any  fault  of  OPMs, 
and  let  me  make  that  really  clear  for  the  record.  I  think  that  is  be- 
cause of  necessity.  Once  they  are  in  that  SES  placement  program, 
which  is  conducted  by  OPM,  the  view  is  that  they  could  not  do  it 
on  their  own,  why  are  they  there  to  begin  with?  So  it  really  has 
little  to  do  with  how  OPM  conducts  that  search  and  that  placement 
effort  but  far  more  to  do  with  the  fact  that  the  executive  is  there 
to  begin  with. 

I  just  want  to  reinforce  your  remarks  with  regard  to  private  in- 
dustry, because  I  know  that,  for  example,  I  have  heard  executives 
at  Xerox  say  that  they  spend  40  percent  of  their  time  on  succession 
planning.  The  Federal  Government,  obviously — at  the  executive 
level.  The  Federal  Government  does  not  spend  that  kind  of  time. 
In  the  15  years  that  the  Senior  Executive  Service  has  existed,  there 
really  has  been  few,  if  any,  efforts  at  effective — at  fostering  mobil- 
ity. 

OPM  is  just  beginning  now  in  drafting  a  booklet  with  regard  to 
executive  mobility  that  might  encourage  it.  But  it  has  been  a  great 
disappointment,  I  think,  to  a  lot  of  us  in  the  service  who  initially 
converted  to  the  service  because  that  was  going  to  be  one  of  the  at- 
tractive features  of  it.  Has  been  a  very  difficult  nut  to  crack. 

Ms.  Norton.  Could  the  reason  for  the  lack  of  mobility  across 
agency  lines  of  SES  personnel  be  that  people  are  promoted  from 
within? 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  I  think  that  is  part  of  it.  And  clearly  we  recog- 
nize an  agency  has  to  be  concerned  about  the  candidates  who  have 
gone  through  the  program,  who  are  at  the  15  level,  in  making  op- 
portunities for  them.  But  the  other  piece  of  it  has  certainly  been 
the  qualifications  that  are  set  forth  for  a  lot  of  those  vacancies, 
which  are  essentially  very  often  agency-specific. 

If  you  haven't  been  in  the  Forest  Service  for  20  years,  you  are 
not  going  to  qualify  for  that  job,  for  example.  Even  though  your  ex- 
perience may  well  be  transferable,  may  not  be  a  highly  technical 
position,  and  you  may,  in  fact,  be  able  to  learn  what  you  need  to 
learn  that  is  agency-specific  within  months. 

Ms.  Norton.  What  I  am  trying  to  discover  is  whether  it  would 
be  easier  for  a  manager  coming  from  outside  of  the  system  to  be 
employed  than  it  would  be  for  a  manager  coming  from  another  Fed- 
eral agency  to  be — I  mean  an  SES,  I  am  sorry — person? 
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Ms.  BONOSARO.  I  would  have  to  look  back  at  numbers.  There  are 
a  certain  number  of  hires  from  outside  each  year.  I  haven't  looked 
at  those  recently. 

That  may  be  true  because  the  other  piece  of  the  problem  is  one 
agency  looks  at  another  agency's  performance  rating  in  considering 
a  candidate  and  may  well  react  in  terms  of,  well,  that  agency  in- 
flates their  performance  ratings. 

You  may,  in  fact,  have  an  agency  that  deflates  them.  So  you  have 
all  those  factors  operating  that  just  result  in  distrust  of  a  can- 
didate. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Moyer,  the  employees  that  you  represent — 
clearly,  I  take  it,  many  of  the  employees  you  represent  are  subject 
to  the  unvarnished  seniority  system  and  bumping  system  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  Moyer.  That  is  correct.  I  would  note,  as  we  look  at  self-inter- 
ests that  can  be  perceived  to  exist  with  regard  to  support  for  legis- 
lation, that  the  real  beneficiaries  of  this  legislation  will  be  non- 
supervisory  personnel.  More  so,  I  believe,  than  supervisory  and 
management  personnel. 

And  the  reason  I  say  that  is  because  the  impact  of  reductions  in 
force  will  cause  less  senior,  lower-graded  employees  to  be  displaced. 
And  we  are  talking  here  about  displacement.  So  that  this  legisla- 
tion is  not  any  kind  of  management  protection  act.  After  all,  it  has 
been  supported  by  employee  organizations  and  unions  representing 
rank  and  file,  nonsupervisory  employees. 

The  reason  the  Federal  Managers  Association  promotes  this  leg- 
islation, as  we  were  the  first  group  back  in  1989  and  1990  to  sup- 
port the  use  of  buyouts,  the  use  of  expanded  early  retirement  au- 
thority, is  because  it  simply  makes  good  sense  as  a  management 
practice. 

I  want  to  comment  once  more  with  regard  to  the  tension  that  ex- 
ists as  a  matter  of  public  policy  and  personnel  policy  between  this 
kind  of  approach  that  involves  a  more  mandatory  regard  for  place- 
ment and  hiring,  as  opposed  to  the  discretion  that  a  manager 
might  want  to  have  and  not  be  handcuffed  by  this  type  of  proposal. 
Our  members,  aware  of  the  demands  of  the  coming  years  and  what 
our  members  have  already  experienced  through  downsizing  in  the 
Defense  Department,  believe  that  it  makes  sense  over  a  limited  pe- 
riod of  time  to  go  this  route  with  greater  mandatory  application 
and  less  managerial  discretion. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  will  ask  questions  later.  I  will  pass  on  now  to  the 
Ranking  Member,  Mrs.  Morella. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  thank  you  both  for  all 
the  work  that  you  do  for  Federal  employees  and  for  appearing  here 
on  behalf  of  FMA,  Mr.  Moyer,  and  the  SEA,  Ms.  Bonosaro. 

In  going  through  the  testimony  and  listening  to  your  responses, 
I  guess  I  have  some  questions  for  you,  Carol,  with  regard  to  SES, 
with  regard  to  something  you  stated. 

I  have  a  document  here  which  says  that  SES  personnel,  46  per- 
cent have  been  reassigned  to  different  SES  jobs  within  OPM.  That 
is  a  tremendously  high  figure.  Maybe  you  want  to  comment  on 
that.  Because  it  goes  on  with  SES  personnel,  26  percent  have  re- 
tired from  OPM,  including  one  who  was  reassigned  twice.  So  it 
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seems  to  be  a  lot  of  extra  movement  going  on.  Is  this  not  detract- 
ing? Does  that  fill  you  with  anxiety  about  what  is  going  on? 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  Well,  yes.  Although  it  certainly  varies  from  agen- 
cy to  agency. 

I  really  have  no  information  that  has  enlightened  me  with  regard 
to  the  objective  of  all  of  the  mobility  in  OPM.  It  may  well  be  to  re- 
vitalize and  to  refresh  executives  who  have  been  in  positions  for 
some  period  of  time.  But  the  outcome  with  a  lot  of  retirements  re- 
sulting from  that  doesn't  seem  to  suggest  that  employees  them- 
selves particularly  welcomed  those  changes.  So  it  is  of  some  con- 
cern. 

And  we  have  little  snapshots  of  what  occurs  governmentwide  but 
no  comprehensive  sense  of  the  degree  to  which  there  have  been 
reassignments  and  resulting  retirements. 

Mrs.  Morella.  In  OPM,  80  percent  of  the  SES  personnel  have 
changed  jobs  since  April  1993.  And  only  24  percent  are  in  the  same 
job  they  held  in  April  1993. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  Well,  that  illustrates — you  know,  often  when  we 
have  talked  about  the  risks  of  the  SES,  I  think  a  lot  of  people  have 
listened  to  us  and  said,  what  risk?  You  know,  they  are  well-paid, 
comparably.  But  there  are  risks.  They  can  be  reassigned.  They 
don't  have,  as  you  know,  much  by  way  of  appeal  rights.  We  are  still 
arguing  with  OPM  with  regard  to  the  Senior  Executive  Service  Im- 
provements Act  and  what  that  meant.  So  I  think  it  has  been  some- 
what difficult. 

It  is  natural,  I  suppose,  for  a  new  director  or  secretaries  to  come 
in  and  want  to  reorganize.  But  the  numbers  are  large  at  OPM. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Well,  if  you  need  some  help  from  us,  I  hope  you 
will  let  us  know  because  I  think  that  is  a  very  puzzling  kind  of  sta- 
tistic. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  We  certainly  would  not  object  if  the  subcommit- 
tee were  to  raise  some  questions  with  the  Office  of  Personnel  Man- 
agement with  regard  to  all  of  the  reshuffling  to  simply  get  a  better 
sense  of  what  the  intent  is  and  what  the  impact  has  been  on  the 
employees. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Fine. 

And,  Mr.  Moyer,  you  suggest  that  the  bill  needs  to  place  more 
emphasis  on  requiring  agencies  to  create  their  own  mandatory  in- 
ternal placement  programs,  that  they  should  first  try  to  place  their 
own  employees  internally  before  putting  them  on  a  list. 

But,  as  I  look  at  the  bill,  I  just  wonder  if  it  might  be  something 
that  could  be  put  into  report  language.  Because  it  seems  to  me  they 
have  the  authority  within  the  bill  as  written  to  do  that.  And  wheth- 
er this  could  be  done  administratively  in  bill  language. 

Mr.  MOYER.  The  extent  to  which  the  Congress  feels  comfortable 
with  the  degree  to  which  teeth  are  required,  that  is,  degree  to 
which  there  is  compatibility  with  the  earnestness  of  the  executive 
branch  to  fulfill  what  that  policy  objective  is,  really  relies  upon 
whether  it  is  approached  legislatively  and  statutorily  or  through 
committee  report  language. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Or  report  language.  Obviously,  you  think  that 
there  is  a  need. 

Mr.  Moyer.  There  is  certainly  a  need  and  certainly  an  experi- 
ence of  existing  programs  as  not  fulfilling  that  need. 
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Ms.  Bonosaro.  May  I  just  add  to  that,  because  I  think  that 
Bruce  is  quite  right,  particularly  right  now. 

The  mode  we  are  in  is  one  that  encourages  agency  flexibility  and 
discourages  OPM  requirements  upon  agencies  and  the  whole 
reinvention  effort.  And  so  I  think  it  is  perhaps  particularly  impor- 
tant if  we  want  to  see  this  succeed  to  raise  that  concern. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Excellent.  We  will  do  that. 

I  want  to  thank  you  both  very  much. 

I  want  to  ask  Madam  Chair  if  I  might  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  Mr.  Burton's  statement  be  included  in  the  record. 

Ms.  Norton.  So  ordered. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  Ms.  Bonosaro,  you  recommend  that  the  covered  em- 
ployees in  my  bill  be  allowed  to  accept  offers  less  than  their  basic 
pay  for  six  or  more  months.  I  guess  my  question  is  whether  legisla- 
tion is  necessary  for  a  person  to  be  able  to  accept 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  Well,  what  I  was  concerned  about  as  I  read  the 
bill  is  that  OPM  might  read  that  as,  for  example,  if  they  were  a 
GS-13  attorney,  whatever,  that  they  would  only  be  given  offers  or 
connected  to  possible  vacancies  that  were  at  that  level  and  no 
other. 

And  I  don't  know  whether  appropriately  you  might  want  to  per- 
haps include  that  in  the  report  language  or  in  the  bill.  But  I  guess 
our  concern  was  that  if  those  efforts  do  not  succeed,  you  may  well 
have  someone  who  is  a  GS-7  who  might  say  at  the  end  of  6 
months,  look,  I  would  like  to  work.  I  will  take  a  GS-6.  But  the  way 
the  program  might  operate  they  might  not  have  an  opportunity  to 
be  referred  for  a  GS-6  for  placement. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  see. 

Do  you  support  that  as  well,  Mr.  Moyer? 

Mr.  Moyer.  This  was  the  first  occasion  that  we  have  had  to  take 
a  look  at  that,  and  I  think  I  would  ask  for  the  opportunity  for  us 
to  get  back  to  you  on  that,  Madam  Chair. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  appreciate  your  comments  on  that. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  That  should  be  totally  up  to  the  RIF'ed  employee 
at  their  option. 

Ms.  Norton.  And  it  is  intriguing,  and,  again,  given  the  theory 
of  this  placement  across  agency  lines,  unless  there  is  some  hidden, 
unintended  consequences,  you  would  wonder  why  people  would  re- 
ject that  opportunity  since  they  may  have  to  do  that  in  the  private 
sector  or  wherever  they  go  anyway.  And,  of  course,  it  would  not  be 
mandatory. 

What  I  don't  know  is  if  it  would  have  consequences  on  others 
that  we  don't  see  now. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  It  would  probably  have  some  consequences.  For 
example,  if  it  were  a  GS-7  that  said  I  will  look  at  a  G&-6  and  then 
you  had  6s  who  then  couldn't  get — but  the  other  side  of  the  coin, 
too,  is  that  not  all  of  these  vacancies  are  going  to  be  opened  to 
these  RIF'ed  employees  in  any  event  because  agencies  can  decide 
to  fill  them  internally  through  promotions. 

So  I  know  it  becomes  a  bit  complicated,  but  our  concern  only  was 
that  we  not  lose  any  opportunity  to  place  someone. 

Ms.  Norton.  Would  you  comment  on  this  distinction?  Since  you 
both  represent  employees  across  agency  lines,  would  you  comment 
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on  this  distinction  that  has  been  raised  in  this  hearing  between  the 
Department  of  Defense  as  a  unit  of  variated  facilities  and  the  rest 
of  the  Federal  Government?  Do  you  see  difficulties  in  the  rest  of 
the  Federal  Government  across  agency  lines  that  you  don't  see  in 
the  DOD? 

Mr.  Moyer.  No,  I  don't  see  difficulties  arising  in  that  respect. 

Yes,  each  agency  in  a  sense  does  have  its  own  culture.  There  are 
some  civilian  agencies  that,  in  fact,  have  a  more  rigid  hierarchal 
culture  than  exists  within  some  components  of  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment. 

But  what  we  are  talking  about  is  the  skill  base  of  the  Federal 
work  force  and  the  skills  that  each  and  every  employee  that  is  dis- 
placed could  bring  to  a  vacancy  arising  elsewhere.  And  that  is  a 
consideration  that  is  independent  of  culture. 

There  is  no  problem,  we  believe,  given  the  varieties  of 
subcultures  that  exist  within  DOD,  for  a  DOD  or  a  non-DOD  em- 
ployee to  be  able  to  successfully  contribute  their  skills  and  talents 
to  a  new  agency,  irrespective  of  the  place  from  which  they  have 
come. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  As  Bruce  has  said,  there  are  clearly  cultural  dif- 
ferences even  within  departments,  and  I  was  thinking  specifically 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  one  example  where  executives 
have  not  even  been  able  to  move  between  bureaus. 

So,  whatever  problems  we  have,  I  don't  see  them  as  a  distinction 
between  defense  versus  domestic  agencies  but  rather  as  kind  of  ge- 
neric cultural  problems  of  moving  between  agencies.  If  DOD  has 
succeeded  in  moving  people  between  Army  and  Navy  and  Air 
Force,  then  we  ought  to  be  able  to  overcome  those  problems.  I  don't 
think  they  are  any  greater  in  non-DOD  agencies. 

Ms.  Norton.  Arid  certainly  not  any  greater  than  the  routine  ex- 
change that  goes  on  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  pri- 
vate sector. 

It  is  troubling  to  hear  people  talk  about  cultural  differences  in 
the  civil  service,  very  troubling,  because  although  I  accept  the  no- 
tion that,  just  as  neighborhoods  might  have  their  own  culture,  if 
you  work  in  the  same  neighborhood  which  is  your  agency,  you  de- 
velop something  which  is  very  intangible  that  might  be  called  a 
culture. 

If  that  is  going  to  keep  somebody  who  is  qualified  and  in  whom 
we  have  invested  from  moving  to  another  agency,  we  have  got  real 
problems  when  that  person  can  go  out  into  a  culture  that  has  little 
in  common  with  the  Federal  Government  and  find  a  job  and  we 
have  invested  in  the  wherewithal  to  help  that  person  find  a  job  in 
the  first  place. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  That  is  why  we  are  concerned  that  someone  be 
watching  to  see  how  these  qualifications  are  set.  When  you  say 
that  someone  has  to  be  well-qualified,  our  concern  is  that  is  easy. 
We  sit  down  and  manipulate  the  qualifications  so  we  don't  have  to 
deal  with  people  who  are  going  to  be  referred. 

Ms.  Norton.  Finally,  let  me  ask  you  if  either  of  you  have  had 
any  occasion  or  any  experience  with  OPM  taking  up,  on  behalf  of 
an  employee,  a  challenge  to  that  employee  not  being  hired  by  other 
agency. 
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Mr.  Moyer.  No,  our  association  has  not  had  that  experience, 
Madam  Chair. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  We  do  have  the  experience — not  perhaps  pre- 
cisely in  the  terms  that  you  described,  namely — where  someone  has 
been  not  hired  and  OPM  became  involved,  but  with  regard  to  the 
SES  rather.  There  have  been  some  placement  efforts  that  they 
have  been  able  to  make  over  the  years  for  some  very  few  executives 
who  were  not  RIF'ed  but  who  were  in  very  difficult  situations.  And 
by  working  very  quietly,  OPM  was  able  to  succeed  in  some  place- 
ments. 

Ms.  Norton.  Finally,  just  let  me  indicate  that  in  moving  to  a 
mandatory  program  my  bill  does  so  in  a  very  special  context.  I  am 
not  sure  if  under  all  circumstances,  on  all  occasions,  I  would  prefer 
a  mandatory  program.  But  the  Federal  Government  has  never  in 
one  fell  swoop  said  we  are  going  to  get  rid  of  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  employees.  That  is  a  very  special  circumstance.  No  agency 
has  been  exempt.  And  the  numbers  are  set  in  stone.  That  also  is 
a  very  special  circumstance. 

In  the  past,  agencies  did  not  know  if  they  might  have  to  RIF  or 
not.  But  knowing  that  there  was  a  quota — and  that  is  what  we 
have  here.  We  have  a  quota  that  must  be  met  by  1999.  As  I  said 
in  opening  this  hearing,  this  quota  was  set  without  any  reference 
to  the  needs  of  agencies,  the  needs  of  the  Federal  Government,  and 
certainly  without  any  consideration  of  the  employees  involved. 

One  of  the  reasons  the  government  could  get  away  with  that  is 
that  it  was  buying  people  out.  And,  therefore,  to  the  extent  that 
this  is  voluntary,  employees  may  have  little  to  complain  about. 

That  still  leaves  us  with  the  agencies  and  the  public  who  are 
being  served  by  the  agencies.  And  it  still  leaves  us  at  the  end  of 
the  road  with  the  possibility  of  RIF's,  where  it  seems  to  me  every- 
thing changes  on  us.  It  changes  on  us  because  this  is  not  a  RIF 
of  a  kind  that  has  ever  been  done  by  the  Government  before. 

The  Government  RIF's  people  to  save  money  or  when  it  has  too 
many  people  in  a  particular  slot.  But  I  know  of  no  history  where 
the  government  has  said  we  have  another  purpose  that  can  be 
served.  That  purpose  is  deficit  reduction  and/or  the  crime  bill.  And 
you  will  have  to  figure  that  one  out  for  me.  Because  even  the  pur- 
poses of  the  downsizing  have  changed  as  the  numbers  have 
changed. 

What  we  do  know  is  that  this  downsizing  does  not  have  to  do 
with  the  needs  of  the  Federal  work  force  or  the  Federal  agencies. 
That  it  has  to  do  with  supplying  money  for  something  outside  of 
those  needs.  And  I  know  of  no  precedent  for  that. 

To  the  extent  that  that  has,  in  fact,  been  our  judgment — and  I 
supported  the  buyout  legislation  and  fought  hard  for  it — to  the  ex- 
tent that  we  have  embarked  on  the  use  of  downsizing  and  even 
possibly  RIF's  for  reasons  unconnected  to  the  Federal  service  itself, 
there  is,  in  my  judgment,  an  obligation  by  the  Federal  Government 
to  make  sure  that  that  downsizing  occurs  in  the  most  considerate 
way. 

We  started  just  right  with  buyouts.  If  we  end  with  RIF's,  we  will 
finish  in  shame.  And  so  I  mean  to  do  all  I  can  to  see  that  the  pro- 
gressive and  humane  way  in  which  we  started  with  buyouts  is  car- 
ried forward  in  one  way  or  another. 
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We  can't  change  these  numbers  now.  The  budget  up  to  1999  sim- 
ply includes  them.  We  can't  change  those  numbers. 

What  we  can  change  is  the  way  we  behave  toward  these  employ- 
ees if  this  becomes  necessary.  It  is  in  the  context  of  a  mandatory 
downsizing  that  the  Federal  Government  ought  to  consider  manda- 
tory placement  of  people  who  might  be  RIF'd,  regardless  of  records 
that  might  be  excellent.  That  is  simply  unacceptable.  We  must  do 
all  we  can  to  mitigate  those  unfair  consequences. 

Government  that  has  always  been  sensitive  to  the  fairness  with 
which  it  treats  employees  I  think  will  harken  to  that.  I  certainly 
hope  that  the  buyout  approach,  by  far  the  more  efficient  approach 
and  certainly  the  fairest  approach,  continues. 

I  want  to  thank  both  of  you  for  testimony  that  has  been  very  use- 
ful to  us  in  considering  this  important  issue. 

Ms.  Bonosaro.  Ms.  Norton,  may  I  just  add  one  point  with  regard 
to  your  remarks?  There  is  a  fair  amount  of  research  now  on  cor- 
porations which  have  downsized  which  shows  a  drop  in  many  of 
them  in  productivity  when  they  are  all  done. 

And  I  just  want  to  reinforce  our  view  that  this  bill  and  this  pro- 
gram is  going  to  do  an  enormous  amount  for  the  morale  of  those 
people  left  behind,  which  is,  again,  has  been  demonstrated  to  be 
really  critical  as  one  goes  through  a  downsizing. 

So  I  think  so  as  much  as  it  is  humane  for  those  who  are  RIF'd, 
it  is  going  to  be  important  managerially  for  the  Government  to  be 
able  to  keep  up  the  morale  and  the  productivity  of  those  left  be- 
hind. So  it  really  does  two  things. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  am  going  to  ask  staff  to  confer  with  you  on  the 
notion  of  reductions  in  productivity.  The  thing  I  most  fear  is  that 
if  you  take  an  arbitrary  figure  out  of  a  hat  and  downsize,  you  will 
end  up  with  an  inefficient,  unproductive  Federal  Government. 

I  can  see  us  in  the  year  2000  running  around  saying  Federal  em- 
ployees are  unable  to  do  the  work  assigned  them  and  they  are  cre- 
ating backlogs  of  humongous  proportions  and  what  are  we  going  to 
do  about  this?  If  this  downsizing  had  been  done  the  way  private 
industry  does  it,  matching  efficiency  goals  to  personnel  goals,  this 
might  not  be  a  risk. 

The  only  thing  we  can  do  about  it  now  is  to  try  to  take  whatever 
corrective  action  can  be  taken  as  we  go  along.  And  if  we  see  serious 
problems  developing,  and  there  are  some  indications  that  problems 
are  developing,  then  we  have  to  get  ahold  of  ourselves. 

And  I  chaired  the  EEOC,  an  agency  that  has  to  produce  an  out- 
put, that  is  to  say,  it  has  complaints  coming  in.  I  worked  toward 
building  in  efficiencies  so  we  would  not  have  to  raise  the  number 
of  investigators  every  time  there  was  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
cases.  And  we  were  successful  in  doing  that. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  somebody  had  said,  and,  by  the  way,  the 
way  in  which  this  was  done  is  exactly  the  way  the  private  sector 
did  it.  I  asked  for  an  increase  in  personnel  in  order  to  take  care 
of  a  very  large  backlog  that  was  there.  And  because  we  were  able 
to  document  how  that  would  happen,  we  got  an  increase  in  person- 
nel. 

But  I  also  said  I  will  not  ask  for  other  increases  because  we  have 
done  the  work  to  show  that  if  you  give  me  these  increases  I  can 
deal  with  increasing  numbers  of  cases.  And  so  we  got  the  increases 
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and  in  almost  4  years  at  EEOC  I  did  not  ask  for  other  increases, 
and  we  eliminated  the  backlog  and  prevented  another  backlog  from 
developing. 

If  in  the  process  of  doing  that  somebody  had  said,  "Here  is  a 
quota,  Eleanor;  put  aside  your  efficiency  goals,  the  painstaking 
work  you  have  done  to  match  up  employees,  we  got  to  have  this 
number  for  another  purpose,"  I  know  I  would  have  been  back  in 
another  few  years  saying,  with  all  the  efficiencies  that  we  have 
been  able  to  put  in,  by  taking  from  me  x  number  of  people  you  have 
left  me  without  enough  people  to  do  the  work. 

We  don't  know  whether  that  will  happen  or  not  here.  And  we 
also  don't  know  if  we  are  only  dealing  with  managers  and  SES  per- 
sonnel. All  we  know  is  that  there  is  a  magic  number  that  somebody 
literally  pulled  out  of  the  air,  and  we  have  got  to  keep  track  of  it. 
Your  testimony  helps  us  keep  track  of  it,  and  I  want  to  thank  you 
once  again  for  coming  forward  with  that  testimony. 

Mr.  Moyer.  Thank  you.  And  your  leadership  means  so  much  to 
the  success  of  these  efforts.  And  we  want  to  thank  you  for  the 
breadth  of  your  concern,  your  compassion  and  the  depth  of  your 
leadership  on  this  issue.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you.  The  hearing  is  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  1:15  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned.] 
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